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INTRODUCTION

In Fall 1982, 1.8 million undergraduates enrolled in California’'s colleges
and universities. How did these students and their families meet the costs
of attending college?

In the past, answering this question of the ability to pay the costs of
college seemed less urgent than it now does. The State's long tradition of
low or no fees at public colleges and universities, its expansion of finan-
cial aid programs for needy students, and the tremendous growth of federal
loan and grant funds during the 19°7s appeared to make the need for a detailed
investigation one of low priority, particularly since the data required for
such a study were not easily available. In the last four years, however,
the costs of attending college in California have increased sharply, little
growth has occurred in funding for State student aid programs, and the
federal government has cut back sharply its grant and loan programs =--
raising disturbing questions about access to higher educationsl opportunity
in California. Moreover, data are now available to help answer questions
about student costs and finance. As a consequence, the California Post-
secondary Education Cosmission has begun a comprehensive analysis not only
of how students meet the costs of attending college but also of the effective-
ness of existing State and federal financial aid prograams in assuring access
for needy students.

e This is the first of three reports to stem from this study. 1t seeks to
determine the demographic characteristics and financial circumstances of
students in each of the four segments of California higher education in
order to understand how students and their families wmeet the costs of
attending college, includ the use of personal financial resources and
State, federal, or institutional financial aid.

e The second report, scheduled for completion this spring. will inventory
the sources of student financial aid for Californis's needy siudents and
describe how State, federal, institutional, and personal financial aid
programs are packaged.

e The third and final study, tentatively scheduled for completion next
sumper, will involve the development of a computer simulation model to
enable State policy makers to assess the potential impact of alternative
financial-aid policies and program structures on students, institutioums,
and the State.

This report first reviews its sources of data by examining the design and
sdministration of the Student Expenses and Resources Survey (SEARS), the
procedures usqd to weight the responses to that survey, the issue of response
bias, and limitations of the data. Second, it explores the credit-load and
course-taking patterns of undergraduates in California’'s four segments of
higher education. Third, it analyzes the demographic characteristics of
California undergraduates and exasmines differences in these distributions
among students with different credit-load patterns. Fourth, it explores the
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financial characteristics of these students and the differences in the

economic circumstances of students in the different segments. Fifth, it
exsmines the cost of attendance in the segments and looks at the factors
that produce cost differemces. Sixth, it analyzes how undergraduates and
their families meet the cost of attendance and describes how parental con-
tributions, student contributions, grant aid, and loans combine for similar
students in diiferent segments to meet college costs. Finally, it identi-
fies several uncesolved issues of studeat finance for further investigation.

Amoag the mejor findings of this report are the following six facts:

1. In 1982, more than 300,000 Community College students came from families
with incomes under $12,000 or were self-supporting students vhose own
incomes fell below that level. This was the highest concentration as
well as the largest oumber of low-income students ia any of the four
segments of higher educatior in California. The second highest concentra~
tion was in the State University, followed by the indepemdent institu-
tions, and the University of Califormia. All four segments enrolled
about the same proportion of middle~income students, but at the upper
end of the income spectrum, the highest concentration of studeats from
families with inc&nn of at least $48,000 was at the University of
California, followed by the independent imstitutions, the State Univer-
sity, and the Community Colleges.

2. When expenses for housing, food, books and supplies, transportation, and
other costs of different types of students are combined with average
tuition and required fees in each of the segments, the differxences in
cost among the segments generally widems rather than varrows. For
example, in 1982-83 total average student expenses, iacluding tuition
and required fees, for fimancially dependent full~time undergraduates
vere $2,900 in the Community Colleges, 94,405 in the State University,
$5,385 in the University of California, and $10,280 in independent
institutions =-- but in esch case the difference was greater than the
difference in required fees.

3. Low-income students in all segments were the most likely to receive
grant assistance to help them meet the cost of attendance, and the
perccentsge of undergraduates receiving graat aid in each segment re-
flected not only the oversll income distribution of its students but the
cost of attendance. The bhigher the cost of attendance, the greater the
percentage of students receiving grant aid. Moreover, full-time students
vere much more likely to receive grant sssistance than part-time students,
generally because they were less likely to be employed while enrolled,
and because their own earnings were likely to be lower tham those of
part-time students.

4. The greater financial burden of attending a high-cost institution falls
on both students and their families, but the greatest immediate burden
falls directly on the parents of financially dependent students rather
than on the students themselves. The exception is financially self-sup-
porting students, who face both the direct and indirect costs of select-
ing a high-cost iastitution.
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Financial aid in the form of grants, loans, and work-study assistance

helps to reduce significantly the expense of attending college and ot

selecting high-cost options, particulariy for most low-income and some
middle-income students. The greater the students’' family income, however,
the greater is the share of oversll increased costs students and their

families must pay.

The major cost to stuleats to attend a more expensive institution is not
the immediate out-of-; ncket cost, since direct student contributions are
quite similar among the four-year segments, but instead students’ in-

creased long-term indebtedness from loan obligations.



ONE

. DATA SOURCES AND RESEARCH METHODS

The two basic sources of data for this report are the 1982-63 Student Expenses
and Resources Survey (SEARS) of the Californmia Student Aid Commission and
the Fall 1982 student enrollment data files of the California Postsecondary
Education Commission. b4
The SEARS data, gathered by means of the questionnaire reproduced in Appen-
dix A, contain a wealth of information on the individual, academic, and
financial characteristics of more than 23,400 undergraduate and graduate
students, although the individual respondent's identity and privacy are
protected:

e First, the data include information on respoandents’ gender, age, ethnic-
ity, marital status, citizenship or residency status, dependency status,
and family size. !

e Second, they cover respondents' segment of attendance, their place of
resi1dence while attending school, how far they reside from school, whether
they attend full time or part time, their academic level based on units
completed, and their grade point average.

e Third, they include a broad range of information related to students’
sndividual and family financial circumstances; their expenditures for
room, board, books, transportation, and other school-related expenses;
the different sources of funds they use to finance their education includ-
inx perental contributions, student contributions, scholarships and
graats, loans, and work; and whether the student has applied for and
received aid from the federal Pell Grant program, the Studemt Aid Commis-
sion's programs, institutional aid programs, and/or the Guaranteed Student
Loan program.

The 1982-83 SEARS survey was the fifth such survey in the past 135 years
canducted by the Student Aid Commission to develop student budget infor-
mation for its grant programs as well as to permit research by both the
Student Aid Commission staff, the segments, and other State agencies.

SFEARS QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN AND ADMINISTRATION

The ~arly SEARS questionnaires were designed by the Student Aid Commission
and segmental representatives with the aid of a consultant from the College
Scholarship Service, a subsidiary of the Educational Testing Service and the
College Board. The 1982-83 questionnaire was updeted and modified from past
surveys by the Student Aid Commission staff in cooperation with the Student
Aid Commission’'s research advisory connitteé, which included one representa-
tive from the Community College Chancellor'$ Office, one from the Community
Colleges, one from a campus, and one from the systemwide offices of each of

4
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the University of California and the California State University, as well as
representatives from independent colleges and universities, private proprie-
tary schools, and the Po?tsecondary Education Commission. The questionnaire
was then pilot tested at three institutions, discussed with student respon-
dents, and modified to make the meaning of several questions clearer and
promote unambiguous responses to them. Each of the segments had the option
of adding up to three questions to the survey form for its own students.
The University added one about fimaancial aid applications of its students,
while the Community Colleges added three.

The Student Aid Commission then sent the questionnaires to 40 member insti-
tutions of the Association of Independent California Colleges and Univer-
sities (AICCU) and the systemwide offices of the three public segments for
distribution to campus coordinators at the institutions where a S5 percent
random sample of students was surveyed by mail.

f
The participating institutions included all nine campuses of the University
of California, 15 of the 19 State University campuses, and 23 of the State's
106 Community Colleges. The 23 Community Colleges were ome of four such
groups used by the Chancellor's Office of the Community Colleges for a
variety of federal compliance and other reporting requirements, having been
selected by its Analytic Studies Unit as representative of the demographic
characteristics of California Community College students as a whole. As
with the selected State University campuses, the Student Aid Commission
agreed to this sample of 23 Community Colleges based on assurances of their
representativeness by the Chancellor's Office, whose Analytic Studies Unit,
along with officials at the 23 colleges, was thereafter responsible for
administering the SEARS questionnaires at those colleges.

Of the 64,604 questionnaires distributed, 21,281 were returned for an overall
response rate of 32.9 percent. Among the 40 independent colleges and univer-
sities, 4,470 of 13,348 questionnaires wvere returned, for a response rate of
33.5 percent. For the University of Californis, 5,556 of the 12,698 ques-
tionnaires were returned for a response rate of 43.8 percent. For the State
University, the response rate was 35.3 percent, with 5,803 of the 16,450
students returning questionnaires. For the Community Colleges, Lassen
College failed to distribute and complete its questionnaires in time for
analysis, but 5,452 of the 22,108 Community College questionnaires were
returned for a responsc rate of 26.6 percent. These response rates were
comparable to or higher than those for the four previous SEARS surveys, and
the number of responses was adequate for anslysis as long as analyses were
not extended to small subpopulations within the samples and were based on
reweighted samples for each segment.

Students responded at different rates in different institutions within each
segm.nt as well as among the different segments. For example, among indepen-
dent institutions, response rates varied from 15.6 percent at Occidental
College and 21.2 percent at the University of La Verme to 58.9 percent at
California Institute of Technology and 66.0 percent at Pomona College.
Among Community Colleges, they ranged from a low of 6.4 percent at Imperial
Valley to 61.0 percent at Columbia College.

More important for statewide analyses, different types of students responded
ot different rates. More full-time students tended to respond than part-time
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students, s di1d more older students than young students, more women than
men, and whites and Asians more than Blacks or Hispanics. These differential
response rates created certain biases in the raw, unweighted respondent data
that needed to be adjusted if the respondent data were to reflect accurately
the known characteristics of students within each segment as 4 whole.

WEIGHTING OF THE SEARS DATA

After the SEARS responses were received by the Student Aid Commission, its

research staff excluded all non-credit students and all credit students not

planning to enroll for the full academic year, and then developed weights to
adjust the responses from each segment's students in light of the segment's

tull-time/part-time and undergraduate/graduate enrolliment. The resulting

dats were reviewed at meetings of both the Student Aid Commission's Research
Advisory Committee and the Student Budgets Committee this past September.

At these meetings, representatives of independent institutions and of the

University of California indicated that this weighting provided a reasounably
asccurate description of their students’ known characteristics. In contrast,
representatives of the State University and the Community Colleges raised

quest ions about the ethnic composition and representation of aid recipients
in the weighted samples for their segments.

Moreaver, California Postsecondary Education Commission staff concluded that
while the Student Aid Commission's weighting procedures were appropriate for
examining budgets of the full-time students who are typically served by its
financial aid programs, they were insufficient for examining how all California
undergraduates, including part-time and non-credit students currently weet
the costs of attending college. Substantial differences in the charac-
teristics and circumstances of full-time students, part-time students taking
six to 11 units, and single course takers made the development of separate
weights for each of these groups essential -- particularly in the Community
Colleges, where over one-third of their students enroll for fewer than six
units per term. Likewise, non-credit students in the Community Colleges and
(redit students enrolling for a single term in all segments needed to be
included in order to reflect accurately the characteristics of all under-
graduates.

Postsecondary Education Commission staff therefore reweighted the SEARS

respondent data to reflect the known credit load, sex, ethnic, and age

characteristics of all undergraduates in each of the three public segments
as of Fall 1982, based on the Commission’'s enrollment data files, which come
trom the Chancellor's Office of the Community Colleges for this segment and
the systemwide offices of the University of Calitornia and the State Univer-
sity. The Commission's computerized files contain enrcllment and demographic
intormation on students enrolled in the Fall term for each of the past six

years and are used regularly by the Commission in its studies and reports as
well as by other segments, the Legislature, the Governor, the federal govern-
ment, and other states. They include each student’'s credit load, gender,

ethnicity, age, academic level, place of residence, institution last attended,
and other individual characteristics, but they lack information on student
hudgets, financial aid applicant or recipient status, dependency status, or
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the income of students and their families. (The Postsecondary Education
Commission does not have a comparable enrollment data file for all indepen-
dent institutions that would permit it to weight the SEARS dats from the 40
independent colleges and universities as it could for the three pubdblic
segments . )

Because the 1982 file for the Community Colleges contained incoeplete infor-
mation on State-,upported non-credit students, Commission staff used total
non-credit earsllment figures provided by the Department of Finance's Population
Research Unit. For 51 Community College students whose credit load was
unknown, staff assumed that their credit-load patterns were similar to those
of the other 99.9 perceat of SEARS respondents at Community Colleges, and it
followed a similar procedure for the two public four-year segments. (Appendix

B compares the original samples and the reweighted samples by selected
student characteristics for each of the segments.)

The Student Aid Commission's director of research comcurred with these
weighting methods, agreeing that they permitted a fuller and more complete
analysis of SEARS information for the Postsecondary Commission’'s research,
and plans to use the reweighted data in any subsequent snalysis of SEARS
data by the Student Aid Commission. In the development of the report, the
weighting procedures were also discussed with staff of the Office of the
President of the University, the Chancellor's Office of the State University,
and that of the Community Colleges.

In sum, the weighting procedures employed by the Commission serve to adjust
the SEARS student characteristics to correspond with the known credit load,
ethnic, age, and gender characteristics of sll undergraduates in the Univer-
sity and State University and of all Community College students, as well as
conform to other known characteristics of these students, such as the number
of financial aid grant recipients among them. Because independent college
representatives had already concluded that the SEARS data as weighted by the
Student Aid Commission generally reflected the basic characteristics of
their stidents, the resulting data taken together provide the most accurate
information currently available on how different types of students in each
of California's four segments of higher education meet the costs of attending
col lege.

LIMITATIONS OF THE DATA

In using SEARS data as the foundation for the informatiom on student and
family incomes, dependency status, student budgets, and otﬁer financial
characteristics of undergraduates reported in the remaining sgctions of this
report, a number of limitations wust be kept in mind. -

1. The demographic characteristics of Community College students in the 23
sample schools that the Chancellor’s Office selected for study appear
for the most part to be statistically representative of/the known charac-
teristics of all Community College students in the State, but questions
have been raised about whether the financial circumstances and financing
patterns of the low-income, minority students attending the colleges in
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the SEARS sample are comparable to those from imner-city colleges in the
major urban districts. Although the available evidence suggests that
they are, and thus that the sample remsins adequate, Comminsion staff
believes that future surveys of this type should include such colleges.

All the answers to the SEARS questionnaires are student responses. In
many instances, students are in an excellent position to answer questions
about themselves or their characteristics, but in other cases their
knowledge is often iadirect or incomplete at best. For exawple, other
surveys such as Radoer and Miller's 1975 econometric research on demand
and supply in higher education suggest that low-income studeats tend to
overestimate their families' income slightly, while middle-income studeats
tend to underestimate their families' income because of their lack of
knowledge about non-salary sources of income. Whether this is true or
not of SEARS data is oot possible to determine, although the SEARS
questionpaire sought to discourage students from guessing or misestima~-
ting parental income in two ways: (1) by including "I have no idea what
@y parent's income was" as one of nine possible responses to the parent
income question, and (2) by using income intervals for the other eight
rather than asking for specific income figures. Commission staff assumes
not only that student responses to questions about income are not seri-
ously biased for any portion of the sample or for any segment but also
that whatever bias may exist applies to students in all segments and
thus does not compromise the validity of intersegmental comparisons.
(Comparisons of SEARS income data with other income data are discussed
more fully in Appendix C of this report.)

Because responses to SEARS income questions are interval respoases,
staff has computed mean or average values by using the midpoints of the
iotervals, based on the assumption of a uniform distribution of respon-
dents within each interval. Likewise, in computing median values, the
staff has assuned s uniform distribution of responses within the interval
containing the median case.

Although the interval response categories provide information about
differences in the ways aid and non-aid recipients at both similsr and
different institutions meet the costs of attendance, they caanot answer
more specific questions about the operation and effectiveness of partic-
ular financial aid programs -- the major focus of the second Commission
repo:t in this series, scheduled for completion later this year.

The small number of Community College non-credit students and University
of Californis and independent institution part-time students responding
to the SEARS questionoaire limit the degree of analysis that can be
undertaken using these subsets of the SEARS data even after reveighting.

Finally, changes in some 1982-83 interval response categories from past
SEARS questionnairee create certain problems in comparing family income
distribution over time beyond the complications imposed by general
changes in family-income levels. This is particularly true of “student
and spouse income” information, because in 1980 the highest availabdle
income category was "$5,400 and above,” compared to 532,000 or more”
this past year.
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After comparing the weighted data to other kanown information, such as the
number of grant recipients and the income distributions ia Census data,
Commission staff believes thst the SEARS sample, correctly weighted to
ceflect the known age, gender, ethnicity, and credit-load distribution of
undergraduate studsats in each segment, also adequately reflects the distri-
bution of other selected student characteristics in each segment such as
pareatal and student incomes, dependency status, and financial sid applicant
and recipient patterns.
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ENROLLMENT PATTERNS AND DEMOGRAPHIC
CHARACTERISTICS OF CALIFORNIA UNDERGRADUATES

{

Among the 1.8 million undergraduates in California's colleges and univer-
sities in Fall 1982, major differences existed among the Community Colleges,
the Californias State University, the University of California, and independent
institutioas 'in their course load and level. Within the segments, still
further differences distinguished studeats enrolled for different credit
loads and at dllfferent levels.

\
\

DIFFERENCES IN CREDIT LOAD

The percentages of full-time and part-time students differ strikiangly among
the four segments, as Display 1 on page 12 reveals. At the Community Colleges
in Fall 1982, fewer than one out of every four students was enrolled full
time for 12 units or more per term; imstead, 77 percent were enrolled part
time in credit or State-supported non-credit courses. At the State University,
over seven out of every ten undergraduates were enrolled full time, with

y only 28.0 perceant enrolled part time. At independent colleges and universi-
ties, nearly eight of every tem sttended full time; while at the University
of California more than nise out of every ten did so. These ¢redit load

* differences reflect differsnces in segmental missions, policies, and tradi-
tions as well as student characteristics. Nowhere are these differences
illustrated more dramatically than in the Community Colleges, where theidr
diversity of student clieatele makes it virtually impossible to characterize
a "typical” Community College student. Rather, there are a wide variety of
prototypical Community College students as described in the Coomission's
earlier study, Through the Opea Door (1976), and more recently by Steven
Sheldon and others, in the Community Colleges’ report, Statewide Longitudinal

Study (1982).

Not only are Community College students less likely to attend full time than
students in any of the three four-year segments, but they are also much more
likely to enroll for fewer than six units per ters and often for only a
single course. As boted earlier, in Fall 1982, over ome-third of their
students were enrolled for fewer than six units, and this "extreme part-time”
group accounted for 44.1 percent of' their total credit enrollment. In
contrast, extreme psrt-time students comstituted just 6.8 percent of under-
graduates at indepenuent colleges and gniversities, 4.6 percent at the State
University, and only 2.0 percent at the University of Californmia. In these
four-year segments, the vast majority f part-time students took between six
and 11 units per term. .

In addition, the Community Colleges are the only one of the four segments to
provide State-supported non-credit imstruction as part of their course

. offerings to regularly enrolled students. Although such courses in citizen-
ship, adult basic education, and English as a second language are not offered

N




by all of the State's 106 Community Colleges, they comstitute a large and
important part of the offerings of several districts such as North Orange
County, Rancho Santiago, San Diego, San Francisco, and Santa Barbara.
Statewide, 12.0 percent of all Community College students enrolled in these
courses in Fall 1982.

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF CALIFCRNIA UNDERGRADUATES

In summarizing the sex, age, and ethnicity of students within each segment
and examining differences in these characteristics amoag students with

DISPI.:.AY 1 Percent and Number of Students in Each
Credit Load Category By Segment, Fall 1982 ‘
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different credit loads, four groups of Community College students warraat
separate attention =-- full-time students, part timers taking six to 1l

units; part timers taking fewer than six units per term; and non-credit

students. Because part-time enrollments are proportionally so much less in
four-year institutions and because fewer differences exist among the part-
time students in these segments, the analysis of undergraduate characteris-
tics in the four-year segments can -focus largely on only two groups -~

full-time and part-time students with occasional reference to extreme part
timers.

Characteristics of Community College Students

Sex: Although as of Fall 1982, 45.3 percent of all Community College students
were men and 54.7 perceat women (Display 2), this distribution varied consider-
ably by credit load. The majority of full-time studeats -- 52.2 perceant --
wvere men, but smong those enrolled for six to 1l units, 52.2 percent were
women. Among both extreme part timers and thnse taking non-credit courses,
bhowever, nearly 60 percent were women.

DISPLAY 2 Percent and Number of Students of Fach
Cender by Credit Load Category, California Community .
Colleges, Fall 1982
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Age: Display 3 shows that less than half of all Community College students
in 1982 were under 25 years old, while 37.5 percent were 30 years of age or
above. Full-time students were the youngest, with 75.5 percent of them
under 25 and 87.2 perceat under 30. On the other hand, only 30 percent of
those enrolled for fewer than six units were under 25; aearly one-fourth
were in their 30s, and more than one-fourth were 40 or older. Amoang non-
credit students, only 27.6 percent were uader 23, while slmost 40 percent

were at least 40.

One of the reasons for the marked differences in the age structure of full-
and part-time students in these colleges was the wide range of prior postsec-
ondary course work. Nearly 80 percent of all full-time students described
themselves as freshmen or sophomores based on the aumber of units already
completed, but only slightly over half of the part timers enrolled for fewer
than six units did so and ‘nearly 20 percent of them already possessed bach-
elor's degrees. Among noa-credit students, 43.3 percent described themselves
as freshmen, 12.5 percent as fifth-year undergraduates, and alsost 20 percent
were college graduates.

DISPLAY 3 Percent and Number of Students in Each
Age Croup by Credit Load Category, California Community
Colleges, Fall 1982
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Ethnicity: More ethaic minority students enrolled in the Commurity Colleges
than in all three other segments of California higher education combined,
and they comprised a lerger proportion of the Community College enrollments.
Aside from the large concentrations of Asian and Hispanic students er.rolled
in non-credit courses, the largest percentage of ethnic mimority students in
the Community Colleges are enrolled either as full-time students or as part
timers taking six to 11 units per term. Though the number of ethnic minority
students enrolled for fewer than six units is large, this credit-load category
has the highest concentration of white students -- 68.5 percent -- of any of
the four credit-load groups (Display 4).

DISPLAY ¢ Percent and Number of Students of Each
Ethnic Group by Credit Load Category, California
CQ-mnity Colleges, Fall 1982
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Marital Status: Display 5 {llustrates the variation in marital status among
Community College students enrolled for different credit loads. Overall,

the Community Colleges had the lowest percentage of single students (55.2
percent), the highest percestage of married students (35.6 percent), and the
highest percentage of single parents (9.2 percent) of aay of the segments.
Among full-time Community College students, 77.7 percent were single, 14.6
percent married, and 7.6 percent single parents. However, among part-time
students enrolled for six to 11 umits, 31.2 percent were married and 10.6
percent single parents; and among those enrolled for fewer than six units,
47.6 percent were married and 9.6 perceat single parents.

DISPLAY 5 Percent of Students in Each Marital Status

Category by Credit Load Category, California Community
Colleges, 1982-83
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Characteristics of State University Undergraduates

Although diversity prevails n-img State University students as well, they
constitute a more homogeneous group than those'’'in Community Colleges.

Sex: Overall, 48.9 percent of the State University's undergradustes in 1982
were men, and the other 51.1 percent women (Display 6), with little differ-
ence in these percentages between full- snd part-time students. The full-
time student percentages (48.6 percent mea and 51.4 percent women) nearly
matched those for all students, and amony part-time students the percentages
vere even more closely balanced (49.6 per .nt men and 50.4 percent women).

DISPLAY 6 Percent and Number of Studeats of Each
Gender by Credit Load Category, California State

. University, Fall 1982
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Age: A greater percentage of State University undergraduates were under 25
years old than in the Community Colleges -- asmong full-time students, 81.4
percent, and among part-time students, approximately &5 percent (Display 7).
More than 63 percent of all State University undergraduates and more than 75
percent of all part-time undergradustes were upper-division students.
Almost a fourth of part-time students were in their upper 20s and nearly a
fifth in their 30s, reflecting not oaly the grester tendency of upper-division
State University students to attend part time but also the increased lasgth

of time required to earn a bachelor's degree when enrolled on a part.-tii!\
basis. ' '

7

DISPLAY 7 Percent and Number of Students in Each
Age :Group by Credit Load Category, California
State University, Fall 1982 -
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Ethanicity: Slightly higher percentages of State University students than
Community College students were white (66.6 percent, compared to 63.1) and

L Asian (11.1 percent compared to 8.3), while smaller percentages are Black

: or Hispanic (6.5 versus 8.6 and 9.3 versus 13.1 percent, respectively). .
Unlike the Community Colleges, the State University distribution of minority
students does not vary much among full-time and part-time undergraduates;
thus their likelihood of attending either part time or full time is generally
no greater nor less than that of white students (Display 8).

DISPLAY 8 Percent and Number of Students of ZXach
Ethnic Group by Credit Load Category, California
State University, Fall 1982
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Marital Status: Display 9 shows the marital status of State University

undergraduates and how it varied by credit load. Overall, 77.6 percent of
State University undergraduates were single, 17.1 percent married, and 5.3
percent single parents. Among full-time students, 84.6 percent were single,

11.1 percent married, and 4.2 percent single parents, but among part timers,
32.2 percent were married and 8.2 perceat single parents.

DISPLAY 9 Percent of Students in Each Narital Status

Category by Credit Load Category, California State
University, 1982-83

Source: Californis Postsecoadary Kducstion Commysnion Weights,
Student Lxpesses apd Rescurces Survey.




Characteristics of University of California Undergraduates
Sex: The percentages of wen and women University undergraduates differ trom
those in all three other segments because a majority -- 51.0 percent -- were
men in 1982, despite a steady decline in their proportion in recemnt years
(Display 10). Slightly more than half -- 50.6 percent -- of full-time

undergraduates were male, as were somewhat more -- 55.4 percent -- of the
small numter of part-time students.

DISPLAY 10 Percent and Number of S_tudeqts of Each
Gender by Credit Load Category, University of
california, Fall 1982
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Age: The age of University undergraduates reflects the predominantly full-
time character of study at its campuses and the fact that most of its under~
graduates enter as freshmen the year sfter graduating from high school:

. 92.9 percent of its full-time undergraduates were under 25, only 4.9 percent
are in their late 20s, and barely 2 percent were over 30 (Display 11). Even
its few part-time undergraduates were in traditional college-age groups:
nearly 80 percent are under 25, and 30 percent were under 30. Since the
typical Upiversity first-time freshman is 19 years of age or younger, its
dominant pattern of full-time study means that almost all of its undergrad-
uates who complete their bachelor's degreé do so before they reach their
wid-20s.

DISPLAY 11 Percent and Number of Students in Each
Age -Croup by Credit Load Category, University of
California, Fall 1982
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Ethnicity: Nearly 70 percent of all University undergraduates in 1982 were
white and 1€ percent were Asian, while just 3.3 percent were Black and 6.0
percent HNispanic (Display 12). Blacks were somewhat more likely to be
enrolled as full-time students than were Asians, whites, or Hispanics,
although as with all University undergraduates, the vast majority of Asians
and Hispanics were also enrolled full time.

DISPLAY 12 Percent and Number of 8tudent's of .Eacb
Ethnic Group by Credit Load Category, University of
california, Fall 1982
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Marital Status: Display 13 shows the marital status of University undergrad-
uates. Overall, the University had the highest percentage of single under-

graduates -~ 93.3 percent -- of any segment. Only 4.6 percent were married,
and 2.1 percent were single parents. Among full-time undergraduates, 94.2
percent were single, 4.1 percent married, and 1.7 percent single parents.

The percentage of single part-time students was also high -- 83.8 percent -~
but 10.3 percent were married and 5.9 percent were single parents.

DISPLAY 13 Percent of Students in KEach Marital Status
Category by Credit Load Category, University of
California, 1982-83

Source: Calsfornis Postsecendary fducation Commission Werghts,
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Characteristics of Independent College and University Undergraduates

The 40 independent colleges and universities whose students were surveyed in
the 1982-83 SEARS sample sre among three times this many eligible to partic-
ipate in the California Studemt Aid Commission's programs. Their data wvere
weight.ed by the Student Aid Commission to reflect the credit-load distribu-
tion of all independent institution undergraduates planaing to enroll for
the full 1982-83 year.

Sex: The weighted SEARS dats show that s clear majority of independent
college undergraduates in 1982 were women (Display 14). Among full-time
undergraduates, 55.0 percent were vomen, as were nearly 67 percent of part-
time undergraduates.

DISPLAY 14 Percent and Number of Students of Each
Cender by Credit Load Category, California Independent
Institutions, Fall 1982
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Age: The age distribution of independent college undergraduates was most
like that in the State University, with 80.5 percent of them under 25 years
old (Display 15). Their oae marked difference was a greater concentration
of students over 30. Among full-time undergraduates, like those at the
University of California, the vast majority appeared to have entered college
directly from high school, since fully 92.3 percent were under 25; oaly 4.3
percent were ia their late 20s; and only 3.3 percent were 30 or older. The
age of part-time undergradustes was quite different, however: Very few were
19 or younger, only 39.1 percent were in their 20s, and the rest were at
least 30. In fact, while 36.6 percent were in their 30s, 19.4 percent were
at least 40. Clearly, a substantisl portion of part-time undergraduates at
Californis's {ndependent institutions were considerably older thsn most
California undergraduates in its public uaiversities.

.

DISPLAY 15 Percent and Number of Students in Each
Age Group by Credit Load Category, California Independent
Institutions, Fall 1982
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Ethnicity: Overall, a greater percentage of independent college undergrad-
uates were white (76.2 percent) than in any of the three public segments,

. although a larger proportion of Black and Hispanic students were enrolled at
these institutions than at the University of California. A smaller percent-
age of Asian, Black, and Hispanic students were enrolled in independent
colleges than at either the State University or the Cosmunity Colleges.
Nonetheless, Asisn, Black, and Hispanic students comprised a much larger
proportion of the independent imstitutions' full-time undergraduates than of
their part-time students, with the differences particularly pronounced among
Asians, who accounted for 9.8 percemt of all full-time but only 2.2 percent
of part-time undergraduates (Display 16). Nearly 86 percent of part- time
undergraduates were vhite, compared to 73.7 percent of full-time undergrad-
uates. It thus appears that the vast majority of older part-time students
attracted to independent institutions were white.

DISPLAY 16 Percent and Number of Studeants of Each
Ethnic Group by Credit Load Category, California
Independent Institutions, Fall 1982

100 —
=
or g
N
~ ~ 2 White
-~ m—
. ~ ‘ Chicano
70 - l Bt
{ ' Amnagn
| . .
60 - ‘ ”“""‘tt %
L
sor i
40}
30
!
20 !
e - N g
“ DR T i ~ e ~
: Spr - NER =
0 ‘e
Fulitime . Parttime Total
Credit-Load Asiawv Nispanic/ Am, Indfan/
_Category Pacific Is. flack Chicano white Other
full-Time 10,198 6,397 7.948 75,976 2,650
Prcc-Time 605 1.381 1,683 23,801 275
Total 10,760 1,778 9,60 39,777 2,928

Source: California Studess Aid Commisnion Weights. Student
EZxpenses and Ravources Survey

-27-

ERIC /- 35




Marital Status: Display 17 shows that 85.3 percent of imdependent institution
undergraduates were single, 11.4 perceant married, and 3.3 perceant single
parents. It also shows two very different patterns between full-time and
part-time undergraduates.. Among the full-time students, the pattern vas
very such like that of their counterparts in the University: 93.5 perceant
were single, 4.6 percent merried, and 1.9 percent single parents. On the
other hand, the part-time pattern was wmost similar to that in the State
University except that a higher perceatage of married students at independent
colleges bad children. Ia that, 54.8 percent were single, 36.9 married, and
8.3 percent single parents.

DISPLAY 17 Percent of Students in Each naz;i'caz Status
Category by Credit Load Category, California Independent
Institutions, 1982-8J
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THREE

FINANCIAL RESOURCES OF CALIFORNIA UNDERGRADUATES
!

One basic measyre of the types of students being served by California's
segments of postsecondary education and of the extent of educational oppor-
tunity in the State is the income distribution of undergraduates and their
families in each of the four segments. Financial barriers have long been
recognised as smong the most significaat obstacles to educational access and
choice; mest State, federal, and imstitutional finsncial aid programs have
been founded in order to reducs these obstacles. Thus student and family
incowe is a mejor ingredient in the assessment of students' ability to pay
for higher education and the first element considered in determining their
financial need.

FINANCIAL DEPENDENCY AND INDEPENDENCE

Any description of the financial resources of California's students must

resolve the question of whose income is most appropriate to consider -- that
‘ of the student's pareats, or that of the student, and if married his or her

spouse. The saswer to this question depends oan wvhether students are still

financially dependent on their psreats for financial support or are finan-
v ciaslly independent and self supporting.

At first glance, such a distinction appears fairly clear cut, but the issue
is confused by different federal and State criteria for determining students’
dependency status.

e Accrording to the federal defimition, students are considered £inanc£qgl;w
independent if they meet three tests: (1) they were not claimed as
income tax dependents by their parents or legal guardians for either the
past tax year or the curreamt school yesr; (2) they did not live in their

T parents' or legal guardians' home for more than six weeks in the past
year or the current one; and (3) they did not receive $750 or wore in
direct finsacial support from their parents or legal guardians in either
year.

e The California State definition of independent student status uses there
same three criteria, but applies them not just to the current and past
years but to the current and past three years.

This definitional difference creates ambiguity for the 5 to 10 percent of
California's undergraduates who would be considered independent if they
. apply for federal financial aid but dependent if they apply for State aid.

This report uses the federal definitions of dependent and independent student
status because they appear to more closely match the actual patterns of
student and parental support among SEARS respondents than do State definoi-
tions. In other words, it uses the family income of federally depeandent
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students snd the persvasl sad spouse income of federslly independent students
in the followiag examinmation of the dependency and income distributions of
students io each segment.

As shown in Display 18 below and through page 32, 54.6 percent of all Community
College students were finascially indepemdent or self supporting in Fall
1982, while 45.4 percest still rely at least ig part on their pareats for
financial support asd assistance. As with most other Comsunity College
student characteristics, bowever, this distridution varies cousideradly with
credit load. Among full-time studeats, 71.1 percent are dependent on their
pareats for at least a portion of their fimancial support. Among those
earolled for six to 1l units per term, 30.7 percent are dependeat. Among
extreme part-time studeants enrolled for fewer tben six units, omly 30.5
percent are dependent, as are only 33.0 perceat of those enrolled in non-
credit courses.

DISPLAY 18 Percent of Students in Fach Federal Financial
Dependency Status Cacegory by Segment and Credit Load
Category, 1982-83
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In the State University, dependent students comprise 65.9 perceat of all
undergraduates, but nearly 75.0 percent of all full-time undergraduates,

compared to only 45.7 percent of part-time students, are dependent according

to federal standards.

Not surprisingly, since the vast mmjority of University of California under~
gradustes are under 25 years old and are enrolled full time, 85.2 percent of
them in 1983 were still financially dependent on their parents. Furthermore,
since the age of University undergraduates does not vary sharply between
full-timse and part-time students, the percent of dependent students was high
among both groups -- 86.0 percent for full-time and 75.8 percent for part-
time undergraduates.

Over 75 percent of all undergraduates at independent institutions were
financially dependent, but the marked differences in the demographic character-
istics of full-time and part-time students at these colleges and universities
are evident in their percentage of financially dependent students as well:
87.0 percent of full-time students, compared to only 32.8 percent of part-
time students. '

DISPLAY 18 (continued)
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DISPLAY 18 (continued)
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Seurce: Califoraie MPestseccadary Kducstien Commissien Weights,
Student Ixpecses and flesources Survey.

Federal Financial Dependency Status of Students In Each
Segment by Credit-Load Category, 1983

ndent Independent
Community Colleges
Full-Timse 71.1% 28.9%
6.0 to 11.9 Units 50.7 49.3
Under 6.0 Units 30.5 69.5
Non-credit 33.0 67.0
Total 45.4 54.6
State University
Full-Time 74.5 25.5
Part~-Time 67.9 52.1
Total 65.9 34.1
University of California
Full-Time 86.0 14.0
Part-Time 75.8 26.2
Total 85.2 14.8
Independent Institutions
Full-Time 87.0 13.0
Part-Time 32.8 67.2
Total 75.6 24.4

Searce: Califormia Mestsecoadery Educacion Commission Werghts,
Student Expeanern sad Rsscurces Survey
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FAMILY INCOME OF DEPENDENT STUDENTS

Family Income of Community College Students

As noted earlier, wore than 70 percent of all full-time Community College
students in 1982 were dependent on their parents for at least a portion of
their financial support. As shown in Display 19, 15.7 percent came from
families with annusl incomes in 1982 of less than $12,000 per year; 23.6
percent came from from families with incomes of between 512,000 and $23,999;
40.7 percent were from families earning $24,000 to $47,999, and the remaining
20.0 percent were from fasilies earning $48,000 or more. Slightly greater
congeatrations of dependent students from families with incomes of under
$24,000 per year occur in the two part-time categories than among full-time
students, but otherwise no striking differences distinguish the family
income of part-time from full-time dependent students. As was true of these
~part-time students, the proportion of dependent students among those enrolled
in non-credit courses was low -- 33.0 percent -- but their percentage from
low-income families was quite high: 45.7 percent from famil.es earning less
than $12,000, and 76.3 percent from families earning less than $24,000.

DISPLAY 19 Percent of Financially-Dependent Students in
EZach Family Income Category by Segment and Credit Load
. Category, 1982-83

Under  $12.000- $24,000- $36,000- $48,000- $60,000
$12,000 $73,999 $35,999 $47,999 $59,999 And Up

Community Colleges

Full-Time (271,435) 15.7% 23.6% 27.6% 13.1% 7.7% 12.3%
6.0 to 11.9 Units (179,765) 16.5 27.2 26.9 12.0 8.3 9.2
Under 6.0 Units (160,286) 17.3 23.7 28.4 9.0 12.2 9.4
Non-credit (53,483) 45.7 22.6 17.7 6.8 7.2 0.0
Total (614,969) T 19.0 26.6 26.7 11.2 9.0 9.6
State University

Full-Time (134,834) 12.2 20.6 28.4 15.2 10.6 13.1
Part-Time (33,678) 12.6 21.8 31.3 14.1 9.2 11.1
Total (168,512) 12.2 20.8 29.0 15.0 10.3 12.6
University of Califormia

Full-Time (79,544) 8.7 16.4 25.2 16.0 13.4 20.3
Part-Time (6,283) 13.1 10.0 18.2 7.8 14.2 36.7
Total (85,827) 9.0 15.9 24.7 15.4 13.5 + 21.5
Independent Institutions

Full-Time (89,872) 12.9 19.9 22.2 13.0 9.7 22.3
Part-Time (9,106) 5.8 23.0 9.2 21.8 9.7 30.6
Total (98,978) 12.3 20.2 21.0 13.8 9.7 23.0

Seusce: Colifernts Feotsacondaty Educstion Commissisa Weights,
Stadeut Lupenses sad Ressurces Susvey.
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Family Income of State University Undergraduates

In the State University, 12.2 perceat of its dependent students came from
families with incomes below $12,000, another 20.8 percent from families

earning between $12,000 and $23,999, 44.0 percen. from families with incomes
in the $24,000 to $47,999 range, and the remaining 22.9 percent from families
with incomes of $48,000 or more. Only very slight differences were evident
in the income distributions of full-time and part-time ndent students,
although the proportion who were dependent differed markedly (74.5 percent
compared to 47.9 percent).

1

Family Income of University of California Undergraduates !

Overall, fewer of the University's dependent undergraduates came from families

* with incomes of under $24,000 in 1982 than in any of the other three segments,

and more of them came from families with incomes of $48,000 and above,
although the University's percentage of dependent studeats from families
with annual incomes of $60,000 or more was not as great as in the independent
institutions. Among the University's full-time dependent undergraduates,
only 8.7 percent came from families earning less than $12,000, and only
about one-fourth came from families with incomes of under $24,000. On the
other hand, 41.2 percent of their families earned between $24,000 to $47,999,
and 33.7 percent came fros families with annual earnings of $48,000 or more.
Among part-time dependent undergraduates, family incomes were concentrated
more on both ends of the income distridbution than were full-time students.
That is, 13.1 percent of the part-time dependent students' families earned
under $12,000, compared to 8.7 percent of full-time students’' families, and
36.7 percent came from families with annual incomes of $60,000 and above,
compared to 20.3 percent of the full-time students.

Family Income of Independent Institution Students

The proportion of full-time dependent students from families with incomes
under $12,000 and between $12,000 and $23,999 matched almost exactly those
of comparable students at the State University. On the other hand, the
percentage of these full-time students from families earning between $24,000
and $59,999 was comsistently lower than at either the State University or
the University, and it was counterbalanced somewhat by the greater propor-
tion from families with incomes of $60,000 or more (22.3 perceat, compared
to 20.3 percent at the University and 13.1 percent at the State University).
All in all, these family-income dist.ributions of full-time dependent under-
graduates suggest the possibility of some sort of "middle income squeeze" at
independent institutions.

The family-income distribution of full-time dependent students at inde-
pendent institutions d.ffered markedly from that of part-time students,
with the relatively small size of the part-time group probably contributing
to these differsnces. Comprising less than one-third of all part-time
students at the independent institutions and less than 10 percent of their
total undergraduate enrollment, part-time dependent students rarely came
from lamilies with incomes of under $12,000, while nes:xly 31.0 percent came
from families earning 960,000 or more.
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INCOME OF INDEPENDENT STUDENTS

The income of finaancially independent undergraduates includes both taxable
and non-taxable earmings of the students themselves and, in the case of
married uadergraduates, the combined earmings of both the students and their
spouses. Display 20 shows the income distribution for these students for
each segment.

Income of Independent Community College Students

Financially independent or self-supporting students in 1982 constituted
nearly 55 percent of all Community College students, including 28.9 percent
of full-time students, 49.3 percent of part-time studeats taking between six
and 11 units, 69.5 percent of all those enrolled for fewer than zix units
per term, and 67.0 percent of all non-credit students. Among these full-time
students, 16.8 perceat had incomes of less than $3,000 per year; 15.4 percent
earned from $3,000 to $5,999; and 25.5 percent had incomes of between $6,000
and $11,999. In short, 57.6 percent or nearly six out of every ten fimancially

DISPLAY 20 Percent of Financially-Independent Students

in Each Studeat and/or Spouse Income Category by Segment
and Credit Load Category, 1982-83

Under $3,000- $ 6,000~ $12,000- $24,000
$3,000 $5,999 $11,999 $23,999 And Up

Community Colleges

Full-Time (90,071) 16.8% 15.4% 25.3% 20.5% 21.8%
6.0 to 11.0 Units (175,122) 4.8 4.4 14.4 30.3 46.1
Under 6.0 Units (365,730) 3.4 2.2 10.4 26.0 58.0
Non-credit (108,593) 11.0 6.0 16.1 18.3 48.6
Total (739,516) 6.5 4.9 14.0 25.2 49.4
State University

Full-Time (46,071) 20.3 20.4 22.8 19.2 17.2
Part-Time (36,563) 2.8 3. 16.0 30.6 47.3
Total (82,654) 11.9 12.3 19.6 26.6 31.5
University of Califorria

Full-Time (12,906) 32.6 27.4 21.6 11.4 7.1
Part-Time (2,009) 3.6 16.4 18.7 31.5 29.8
Total (14,915) 28.7 25.9 21.2 14.1 10.2
Independent Institutions

Full-Time (13,381) 25.5 23.6 21.9 12.6 16.6
Part-Time (18,639) 0.6 13.5 24.6 19.1 42.1
Total (32,020) 11.0 17.6 23.5 16.5 31.4

Sousce: Califorsis Postsecoudary Edwcatios Commaission wWeights,
Student Expenses and Resources Survey.
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independent full-time students in the Community Colleges earned less than
$12,000 per year. The remsining 42.3 percent were fsjirly evenly divided
between those earning $12,000 to $23,999 and those with incomes of $24,000
or above. Among independent students enrolled for six to ll units per term,
9.2 percent had incomes of under $6,000 per year and 14.4 percent had incomes
between $6,000 and $11,999. In contrast, 46.1 percent had incomes of $24,000
or more, with nearly three out of four of them earning $32,000 or wore.

A similar pattern prevailed among students taking fewer than six units: 5.6
percent had incomes of under $6,000; 10.4 percent earned between $6,000 and
$11,999, and 58.0 percen¥ earned more than $24,000 per year, with three-
fourths of these having }6concl of $32,000 or above.

Among independent studeats enrolled in non-credit courses, marked concentra-
tions of incomes occirred at both ends of the spectrum, with more than one-
third having incomes of less than $12,000 per year and nearly one-half
earning $24,000 oinnore.

Income of Independent State University Undergraduates

In the State University during Fall 1982, financially independent students
comprised 25.5 percent of the full-time undergraduates and 54.3 perceant of
the part-time students. Marked differences existed between the two groups
in their income distributions, with slightly more than 20 perceat of full-
time students having incomes of under $6,000 per year, with this group
divided evenly between those earning less than $3,000 and those earming
more, while the other 80 percent were fairly evenly distributed among the
higher three income categories. In contrast, very few of the part-time
studeats had incomes of less than $6,000; more than one-fourth earned between
$12,000 and $23,999; and nearly half had incomes of $24,000 or more.

The overall income distribution of independent undergraduates in the State
University shows that the percentage earning below $6,000 per year vas more

than twice as large ss in the Community Colleges ~-- 24.2 percent, compared

to 11.4. Similarly, #3.8 percent of independent State University students

earned less than $12,000 compared to 25.4 percent in the Community Colleges.
On the other hand, only 31.5 percent of independent State University students
had personal or spouse incomes of $24,000 or more, compared to 49.4 percent

of Community College independent students.

Income of Independent University of California Undergraduates

The vast msjority of self-supporting uandergraduates at the University of
California have very low incomes, with 32.6 percent of full-time independent
students earning less than §$3,000, 60.0 percent less than $6,000, and 81.6
percent less than $12,000 in 1982. Even among independent part-time students,
the percentage with incomes under $12,000 is considerably larger than in the
other two public segments -- among several reasons because nearly two-thirds
of them are single. At the same time, 31.5 percent of them had incomes of
$12,000 to $23,999, and an additional 29.8 percent had earnings of §24,000
or more.
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Income of Financially Independent Students at Independent Institutions

Such substantial differences exist between the income of financially inde-
pendent undergraduate full-time and part-time students in independent institu-.
tions that the overall income distribution of all these students is not very
meaningful. Half of the full-time students had incomes of less than $§6,000,
and of these, half had incomes of less tham $3,000. Among the part-time
students, on the other hand, only 14.1 perceat earned less than $6,000 and
0.6 percent less than $3,000, while 26.6 percent had incomes of $6,000 to
$11,999; 19.1 earned between $12,000 and $23,999; snd 42.1 percent earned
$24,000 or more. Indeed, 32.0 percent had student and spouse 'incomes of
$32,000 or more. Nonetheless, the proportion of self-supporting students at
independent colleges earning between $12,000 and $23,999 was at least a
third less than in any public segment -- only 19.1 percent, compared to at
least 30 percent elsewhere. i

OVERALL INCOME OF STUDENTS ACROSS THE FOUR SEGMENTS

In order to compare the overall income distribution of students in Califor-
nia's colleges and universities, compstibility must be achieved between the
differing income intervals used by the SEARS questiomnaire to gather income
data from dependent versus independent students. While most of the SEARS
income categories for the two groups of students are compatible, they differ
at the upper end of \the income rasge. For comparative purposes, the two
sets of scales have both been collapsed into four income categories: under
$12,000; $12,000 to 323\.999; $26,000 to $47,999; and $48,000 and above.

A
N

Income of Full-Time Sﬁudéms

As Display 21 below shows, among California's four segments of higher educa-
tion, the Community Colleges have the highest concentracion of full-time
students vith few financial resources: As of 1982, 27.8 percent either came
from families earning less than $12,000 or earned less that $12,000 if they
(snd their spouse, if married) were self supporting. The State University
had the second largest concentration -~ 25.2 percent -- followed by indepen-
dent institutions with 20.4 percent and the University of California with
18.9 percent. Furthermore, among these low-income students, those in the
Community Colleges often had fewer resources available to spend on education
than undergraduates in the other segments because more than one-third of
them were dependent students from families with one or more children and an
additional one-fourth were financially independent single parents with
children. In the other three segments, a far smaller percentage of finan-
cially independent low-income students were raising children as_single
parents; instead, the vast ®majority had only themselves to suppdrt.

The same relation among the segments prevailed for students in the $12,000
to $23,999 income category: The largest concentration was in the Community
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Colleges (22.7 percent), followed in order by the State University (20.2
percent), indepeadent institutions (19.0 percent), and the University of
Califorunia (15.7 percent).

For the $24,000 to $47,999 category, the percentages were very similar
across all four segments -- slightly more than 35 percent in each of the
public segments, and 32.8 percent in independent institutions.

The greatest differences among the segments occurred in the high-income
category of $48,000 or more. In every segment, almost all of the full-time
undergraduates in this group are fimaacially dependent; but at the Community
Colleges only 14.2 percent of full-time students come from high-income
families, coapared to 17.7 perceat at the State University, 29.0 percent at
the University of Califormia amd 27.9 percent at independent iastitutions.
Despite the high perceatage of students from these more sffluent families at
the University, a larger proportion of its students in this category come
from families earuing between $48,000 and $59,999, than at independent
institutions, where a slightly larger percentage of students in this category,
come from families with incomes of $60,000 or more.

DISPLAY 21 PpPercent of Full-Time Students in Each
Family Income Category by Segment, 1982-83

50—
. $48,000 And Above
$24,000 - 547,999
4 L $12,000 - 523,999
' 3 »9 :i_ Under $12,000
: 12
30 L

0

10_1

0 o t
Community State University of m
Colleges University Caillfornia
Under $12,000- §$24,000- 348,000
Segment $12,000 $53.999 347,999 And Up
Community colleges (311,50%) 2788 2" 5.% 1.2%
State Univerwity (180,933) 8.2 20.2 36.9 7.7
University of Califormis (92,661) 18.9 15.7 3.5 2.0
Independeat fostituticms (103.277) 0.4 19.0 32.8 21.9

Source: Californis Postsecessary Sducatios Commission Werghts,
Student lxpeuses and Resources Survey
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Income of All Students

Focusing oo the income of all students in each segment rather than that of
only full-time studeants, Display 22 shows that in the Community Colleges,
the inclusion of part-time students reduces to 22.5 perceat the proportion
of studeants with incomes of less tham $12,000, compared to 27.8 percent for
full-time students. Their inclusion &lso reduces the percentage of low-

income undergraduates at the State University as well -- to 23.1 percent

from 25.2 percent for full-time students. These shifts in income distribution
indicste that psrt-time students in these two segments generslly have higher
incomes than full-time students. But in the University of Califormia, the
inclusion of part-time students did not change the percentage, and in the

DISPLAY 22 Percent of All Students in Each Family
Income Category by Segment, 1982-83

50 — $48,000 And Above
t ) $26,000 - 547,999
- $12,000- $23,999 ﬂ
L : Under $12,000
40 LA I 178
"2

Under $12.000- $24,000- 548,000
segeant $12,000 $23.999 347,999 And Up
Commmnity Collegas (1,354,484) . 22.5 26.9 37.9 .7
State University (231,176) 23.1 22.1 371.4 17.5
niversity of Celifermia (100,734) 8.9 5.7 ¥2 30.3
Independent [astitutions (130,810) 22.9 19.2 311 2.7

Source: Califernis Postseccodary Lducation Commyssian =erghts,
Student Expensas and Resources Survey.
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independent institutions, their inclusion increases the size of the lowest
income group to 22.0 percent, from 20.4 percent for full-time students.

Iacluding part-time studeats in the overall income distributions raises
slightly the percentage of Community College students in all three of the
.the upper-income categories and iaocreases slightly the proportion of State
University studeats in the 326,000 to $47,999 range; but it makes fev other
marked differeaces in any segment’'s overall studeant-income distribution
compared to its full-time student-income distribution. Thus, overall,
Display 22 shows that the largest coacentrations as well as the largest
numbers of low-{iacome students are in the Community Colleges and the State
University -- 305,000 and 58,000, respectively. While low-income students
also attend the University of California and independent iastitutions, s
general relatioaship exists across all four segmeats between the cost of
attending sny segment and the income distribution of its students.

FA{MILY INCOME DISTRIBUTION OF CALIFORNIA FAMILIES AND STUDENTS

i

nature of the relationship between the cost of attendance and student
ejrollment patterns is further clarified when the income distribution for
all Californis families ia the 1980 Population Census is compared vith the
overall income distribution of students and studeants’' families in each of the
our segments. The chief value of this compsrison is to illustrate which
ncome strats within the general State population typically enroll in each
segeent and wvhether the concestration of the various income groups among
students is grester or less than the coacentration within the general popula-
tiom.

/

The income categories in Display 23 for the 1980 Census correspond closely
to the imcome categories for the 1982-83 SEARS questionnsire after adjusting
for imcome growth between 1979 and 1982. The display shows that the concen-
tration of low-income students is 51 percent greater among full-time students
and 22 percent greater among all students in the Community Colleges than
among Californisa families as a whole. Their coacentration at the State
University is also significantly higher than among all California families,
and it is surprisingly high at independent institutions as well.

The proportion of ‘students from families in the $12,000 to $23,999 range,
however, approachas that of the genersl California population only in the
Community Colleges and State University, particularly when all studeats and
pot just full-time students are included. The proportion of students from
families with incomes in the middle range between $24,000 and $47,999 is
only slightly lower for both full-time and all students in the three public
segments than for Californians as a whole, although the proportion is somewhst
below the State average among studeats at indspendent institutions. And, as
expected, the concentration of students from families with incomes above
$48,000 exceeds the proportion of all California families with such incomes
in every segwent except the Community Colleges. In part, this stems from
well-known demographic factors affecting college participation rates, but it
also illustrates one of the limitations of such comparisons. Nearly all the
students in the over "$48,000" income cstegory are financially dependent
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udents whose parents are typically over 40 years of age. Age has always
generally associated with income, and the income distribution of depeadent
students should most appropriately be compared with the income distribution
of California families whose head is 40 to 54 years old, not with all Califor-
aia families which include s great many young persons just beginning their
caceers.

DISPLAY 23 Family Income Distribution of California Families
and Students, 1980 Census and 1982-83 Student
Expenses and Resources Survey

Under $10,000- $20,000- $40,000
1980 Census $10,000 $19,999 $39,999 & Above
Family Income 18.4% 27.1% 39.3% 15.1%
1983 SEARS

Under $12,000- $24,000~ $68,000
Full-time Students $12,000 $23,999 $47,999 & Above
Community Colleges 27.8% 22.7% 35.2% 14.2%
State University 25.2 20.2 36.9 17.7
University 18.9 15.7 36.5 29.0
Independents 20.4 19.0 32.8 27.9
All Undergraduates
Community College 22.5% 26.9% 37.9% 16.7%
State University 23.1 22.1 37.4 17.8
University 18.9 15.7 35.2 30.3
Independents 22.0 19.2 31.1 27.7

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission Staff Analysis of
Census and SEARS data.
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. FOUR

THE COSTS OF ATT ING COLLEGE IN CALIFORNIA

Determiniag how much college costs requires choosing among several defini-
tioas of the cost of college attendance.

e Ome definition of these costs is simply\the tuition and required fees
charged students (Carnegie Commission, 1973, pp. 20, 21).

e A secoad and broader defisition is the out-of-pocket cost to the students
and their families, includiag tuitioca and red fees, room and board,
books and supplies, travel, and other living costs that may be partially
offset for needy students by financial aid. '

e A third and even broader defiaition includes, in addition to these costs,
the wages or income lost by students in order to attend college. (All
three of these definitions are discussed at length in the Commission's
report, The Price of Admission, 1983, pp. 13-18.)

The first of these definitions is commonly used in State budgetary discus-
sions, where tuition and required fees are often viewed as the msjor financial
barrier to college educatiom and tuitioa-free "low=cost” pubdlic higher
education has long been regarded as the way to make higher education demo-
cratically accessible. a

As important as the ssouat of tuition and required fees undoubtedly are for

many students, the view that these charges are an adequate definition of the
costs of attendsauce is limited because, even in public iastitutions, tuition
and required fees represent omnly s portioa of the cost of education to the

student.

A more reslistic viev is that the costs of atteandance include what the
second definition above lists as expemses, what college catalogs oftea call
the "estimated costs of attemdance,"” and what the Student Aid Commission
refers to as "student budgets.” These include the cost to the student and
family of tuitios and required fees, room and board (either living at home,
in a college dormitory, or off campus), books and supplies, transportation,
and other living expenses. These costs, and pot simply those of student
charges, are used in analyzing students’ eligibility for fimancial aid and
in determining the smounts of grasats, work-study opportuaities, and loans to
be swarded through federal, State, and institutional financial sid programs.
They sre alsc the costs that the 1982-83 SEARS survey vas desiguned to measure
systemstically; and for these several reasons they are the ones that are
used here to assess the costs of attendance.



SYSTEMATIC DIFFERENCES IN THE COSTS OF ATTENDANCE

Systemstic variatioas obviously exist in costs or "student budgets” regard-
less ‘'of the college or university students sttend.” For instance, studeats

vho reside at home and commute to campus genmerslly spend less than those who
live away from heme, either in dormitories or off campus, just as the costs

for those liviag sway from home tead to be highet in certain areas thaa in

others. Indeed, one reason the 1960 Master Plan Survey Tesm recommended the
diversion of smany lower-division studests from the University and the then
State Colleges to the "readily accessible junior colleges” was "to protect

family iacomes by permitting more students to live at home while attending
college” (p. 169).

Similarly, the costs faced by married students or single parents are typi-
cally grester than those faced by single studeats, iacluding as they do
higher average costs for bousing, food, and child care.

The Student Aid Commission and most fimancial aid offices distinguish among
six differeat studeat budget categories based on these systematic differences
in students' residencs during the school year and their masrital status: (1)
single at home, (2) single on campus, (3) single off campus, (4) married
vithout children, (5) msrried with children, and (6) single pareat. They
then develop "standard” or expected student budgecs for each of these cate-
gories to use in assessing the ability of students sad their families to pay
for college and the students' fimancial aid eligidility. Display 24 shows
the relative distribution of students in these six categories for each

segment .

Disregarding for the moment differences smong California‘s four segments of
higher education in their general student charges, the following paragraphs
describe differences in student costs among these six categories of student
budgets. They suggest that if tuition and fees are not counted, only modest
variations exist amoag the segments within each of these budget categories --
but that major differences occur in non-instructiomal costs of students in
the several categories.

Costs of Single Undergraduates Living at Home

More than 80 percemt of finsncially dependent full-time students and 60 to
70 percent of dependent part-time students in the Community Colleges lived
at home with their pareats. Nearly 50 percent of the dependent full-time
and over 60 percent of \the dependent part-time studeats in the State Univer-
sity lived at home as J;:l. In the University and independent institutions,
however, oanly 10 to 20 percent of dependent full-time undergraduates remained
at home,

Full-Time Students: In 1982, the average costs for books and supplies,
transportation, food, and miscellancous expenses of single full-time dependent
students living at home and commuting to campus vas $2,270 at the University
of California, $2,340 at s Community College, $2,405 at the State University,
and $2,409 at an independent institution.
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Part-Time Studeats: Among single studests living at home, virtually no
difference existed between pert-time Commmumity College studeats taking six
to 11 units ($2,371) and that of full-time studeats ($2,340). This lack of
difference in costs was not coasistemt across the other segments, however.
At independent institutions, for example, the few part-tise students resid-
ing at home had average non-instructiosal costs of only $1,726 compared to
$2,609 for their more aumerous full-time counterparts. Yet, in the State
University sand the University of California, part-time students living at
bome speat $400 to $700 more respectively thaa their full-time counterparts,
with most of the difference occurring amoang their "miscellaneous expenses .”
For both full-time and pert-time depesdeat studeats liviag at home, the
above figures do met include estimatad parestal housing costs of about $350
for each segment because these costs would be borne by pareats regardless of
wvheore the student resides.

DISPLAY 24 Percent of Students in Each Budget Category
by Segment and Credit Load Category, 1982-83

Single Single Single Married Married Single
At Home On Campus Off Campus No Children With Children Parent

Community Colle|gi

Full-Time 59.0 0.5 18.3 5.2 9.4 7.6
6.0 to 11.9 Units 35.4 - 22.5 11.5 19.7 10.6
Under 6.0 Units 17.6 - 25.2 18.0 29.7 9.4
Noncredit 17.1 - 27.8 21.6 24.9 8.6
Total 31.8 - 23.2 13.8 21.8 9.2
State University

Full-Time 34.6 11.3 38.8 6.5 “.7 b.2
Part~Time 26.2 1.6 30.4 164.7 18.9 8.2
Total 32.7 8.6 36.3 8.6 8.5 5.3
University of California

Full-Time 14.6 37.5 42.0 2.6 1.5 1.7
Part-Time 30.9 20.2 32.7 6.2 6.1 5.9
Total 16.0 36.1 l.3 2.7 1.9 2.1
Independent Institutions

Full-Time 12.9 63.8 16.8 2.6 2.0 1.9
Part-Time 3.8 15.6 35.5 5.1 31.8 8.3
Total 10.9 53.6 20.8 3.1 8.3 3.3

Seurce: Califermis Posteecendsry Nducstien Combiseiom Weights.
Sctadent Lxpenses sad Roscurces Susvey.



Costs of Single Undergraduates Living on Campus

Students in this budget category attend institutions in all four segments,
but the number of Community Colleges with dormitories is small. Io additioi
almost n> part-time imdependent studemts in any four-year iastitutions lived
on campus. Consequently, the average costr of these groups of students are
oot included in the following comparisons. At the State University, 11.3
percent of all full-times undergradustes but less than 2 percent of all
part-time uadergraduates lived on campus. At the University of Californis,
nearly 38 percent of full-time and 20 percent of part-time undergraduates
lived on campus. This psttern was even more characteristic of independent
institutions, with 64 perceat of full-time but oaly 13 percent of part-time
undergraduates liviag oo campus..

Full-Time Students: The average non-instructional costs of dependent studeats
in this category varied from $4,493 at the State University to $4,3585 st the
University and $4,910 st independent imstitutioms, with only slight varia-
tions in these figures for financially independent students. The cost
difference between the State University and University stemmed almost entirely
from differences in dormitory fees of the respective segments. On the other
hand, the differeace betwsen University and independent institution costs
stemmed from higher food and traasportation costs at independent institutions
and higher average expenditures by their students for miscellaneous expenses.

Part~-Time Students: Finaacially dependent undergraduates attending part
time snd living on campus typically spent several hundred dollars more than
their full-time undergraduate counterparts and as much ss $2,000 more than
part-time undergraduates living at home, primarily because of housing costs.

Costs of Single Undergraduates Living Off Campus

In the Community Colleges, about 12 percent of financially dependent full-time
students and 36 perceat of self-supporting full-time students lived off
campus but away from their paremts’ homes, as did 24 percent of all part-time
students. In the State University, nearly 39 percent of full-time amd 30
percent of part-time undergraduates lived off campus. The comparable figures
vere 62 and 33 percemt, respectively, among University uandergraduates, but
at independent institutions only 17 percent of full-time students and 36
percent of part-time students did so.

Full-Time Students: Among financially dependent full-time undergraduates

living off campus and awsy from home, average non-instructional expenditures
were $4,703 in the State University, $4,783 in the Unmiversity of Californmia,
$5,096 ia the Community Colleges, and $5,612 at independent institutionms.

The greater costs of Comsunity College students cospared to those in the two
public universities stemmed almost entirely from higher “miscellansous"”

expenses. The higher expenditures of students at independent institutions
in comparison with the public universities stemmed about half from higher
food and housing expenses and half from greater miscellaneous expenses.



In all four segments, average expenses for finsacially independent full-time
undergradustes liviag off campus were virtually the same, ranging from
$5,072 to §5,278. At the State University aand University, their average

" was spproximately $370 more than for dependent studeats, with most of the

difference attributable to higher food and housing costs. At independent
iutituttm.(thir average was $360 less than their dependent undergraduate
counterparts, \due primerily to lower expenditures for miscellaneous expenses.
Overall, full-time studeats in all four segmeats who lived off campus but
awvsy from home generslly spemt $200 to $800 more than their counterparts who
lived om campus. Since most Comsunity Colleges do anot provide oa-campus
housing, the housiag choice for most dependent students im the Commumity
Colleges was between liviag at home or living off campus. The difference
between these two choices vas more than $2,700, with the off-campus studeats
spending sore than doudle what students commuting from home spent.

Part-Time Studemts: Among dependent students living off campus, average
expenditures ia the three public segmeats of part-time rtudents wvere $300 to
$900 greater than those of full-time studeats, but at independent insti-
tutions, they ware some $350 less than for their full-time counterparts.

Financislly independeut part-time students liviag off campus speat coasider-
ably more than asy other group of single students living off-campus -- from
as little as $250 more at the University up to $1,200 and $1,600 more at the
State University and the Community Colleges, respectively.

Costs of Married Undergraduates Without Children

Some mervied students without children continue to receive financial suppert
from their families and are thus considered financially dependeat, but the
majority of married students in all segments are finsacially independent.

Full-Time Studeats: Average expenses in the public segments for independent
students of this budget category ranged from $7,605 at the University of

Califormis up to $7,907 at the Community Colleges, and stood st $9,789 in
independent institutions. Two-thixrds of the greater expenses of students at
independent institutions stesmed from expenditures for food and housing,

wvhile the other third came from miscellaneous expenses.

Part-Time Students: The average expenditures for part-time students in this
category tend to be somewhat higher thas for their full-time counterparts in
the same segments. Two apparent exceptions at the University of California
and independent institutions involve too few cases for reliable generaliza-
tion.

Costs of Married Undergraduates wm} Children

Average student expenses of married students with children were at least
$1,000 to $2,000 more than of married students without children in the same
segment. Across the segments, these pon-instructional expenses generally
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ranged from s total of $9,000 to $11,000 per year, not counting child-care
costs often incurred by students with youag children.

[

Costs of Single-Parent Undergraduates

Financially dependeant single-parent undergraduates were almost as common as
financially independent omes in all segmwents except the State University,

wvhere they were outaumbered by independent single parents nearly two to one.
The serious finsncial circumstances of many of them is illustrated by the
fact that their expenditures in all segments were considerably lower on

average than those of married students and similar to those of single students
living off campus -- Kj‘““" from $4,500 to $6,600.

SEGMENTAL DIFFERENCES IN TOTAL COSTS OF ATTENDANCE

Differences ln non-imstructional costs such as housing, food, books, and
transportation are one basic factor that influences the average cost of
college attendance, but a second is the often substantial differences in
general student charges, such as tuition or required educational fees.

Often these two factors reinforce one another and thereby widen the differ-
ences in average costs among segments. Less often, their mixture reduces
this difference.

In the last four years, rapid fee increases at the State University and
University as well as tuition increases at independent colleges have widened
the gap in general student charges among them and between them and the
Community Colleges. For example, although user fees in the Community Colleges
have risen from virtually nothing in 1979-80 to approximately $40 in 1982-83,
total required fees for California residents at the State University have
increased from $204 in 1979-80 to an average of $505 in 1982-83 and to $702
in 1983-84. At the University of Califormia, they rose from $731 in 1979-80
to $1,294 in 1982-83 and to $1,385 in 1983-84. And at California’s indepen-
dent institutions, they increased from an average of $4,124 in 1979-80 to
$5,992 in 1982-83, and they rose again in the current year. When average
non-instructional expenses are combined with these charges, the differences
in cost among the segments generally widen still further,

Total Costs for Dependent Students

The overall average cost of attending a Community College in Califormia is
substantially lower for dependent students than that of attending any other
segment -- $2,900 in 1982, compared to $4,405 in the State University,
§5,385 1in the University, and $10,280 in independent institutions. The
reason is not only that Community College required fees are considerably
lower thaa even those in the State University and other four-year imstitu-
tions, but also thst a mucly higher proportion of Community College students
live at home while attending college rather than residing on campus or off
campus and away from home.



For the same reason, the $4,405 average cost for dependent students at the
State University is lower than at the University of California and at inde~-
pendent institutions, sgain both because its required fees are about half of
those at the University and no more than 10 to 15 perceamt of what indepen-
dent college students are charged and because a larger proportion of its
dependent stydents live at home and commute to classes then at the University
or indepeadent iastitutions, where on-campus or off-campus living is the
predominant pattern.

Since most Uaiversity and independent college dependent students reside in
campus dormitories or off campus and away from home, the non-instructional
cost differences between their students are quite modest. Consequently, the
major cost gsp between them -- nearly $4,900 -- arises principally from
substantial differences in their required fees.

Exceptions exist, of course, to these general patterns. For instance, in
1982 it} generally cost financially dependent Community College studeats who
lived oXf campus aad away from home more to attend college than it cost
comparsble State University undergraduates living at home, despite their
paying an average of $455 to $505 less in fees than the State Unmiversity
students. Conversely, for the few dependent students at the University who
live at home with their parents, the overall cost of attending the University
vas less than for comparable State University students living off campus,
despite their paying $789 more in required fees.

Nevertheless, the general pattern among dependent undergraduates, and parti-
cularly among those attending full time, is for segmental differences in
their characteristic residence patterns to reinforce segmental differences
in required fees, thereby widening the overall differences in costs among
the segments.

Total Costs of Independent Students

The average total cost of sttendance for fimancially independent undergrad-
uates with incomas under $12,000 in 1982 was $4,276 in the Community Colleges,
$5,333 in the State University, $6,600 in the University, aand $10,270 at
independent institutions. Similar costs for those independent students with
incomes of $24,000 or more were consistemtly more: approximately $9,300 to
$10,300 in the Community Colleges, $9,800 to $11,000 in the State University,
$12,000 to $12,600. in the University, and to $13,700 to $14,000 at independent
institutions.

Differences in marital status as well as residence patterhs tend to account
for these cost differences. For example, indepeandent students with incomes
of under $12,000 tend to be single students who typically live om campus in
dormitories or off campus in rented apartments or other quarters. The

non-instructionsl compoment of student budgets for these students is normally
higher than smong dependent commuter students and often most like that of
single dependent students living in similar off-caspus housing patterns.

Among cthis group of independent students, however, non-instructional costs



differences vary within a such narrower range because of the similarities in
living pstterns. As a result, the major differeaces in the cost of attending
college for them stem from differences in tuition or required fees among the
various institutions and segments.

Although some indépeadent Students with incomes above $12,000 are single and
a few with incomss above $24,000 are too, most of these students tend to be
older than dependent*lindergraduates or than independent undergraduates with
lower incomes. They are also more likely to attend college part time, and
a larger proportion of them are likely to be married or single parents.
while the finamcial circumstances of such indepeadent students vary widely
vithin and smoag the segments, the largest differences in their student
budgets are likely to stem from family circumstances and from seguental
differonces in tuitioa and required fees. As noted earlier, even the non-
instructional portion of married or single-psrent budgets is much higher on
average than among single students.

)



FIVE
SOURCES OF FINANCIAL SUPPORT

The primary respoasibility for meeting the costs of attending college con-
tinues to rest with studeats themselves and their families, but the growth
of student financial aid programss st institutional, State, and federal
levels over the past two decsdes has helped to reduce the financial obstacles
to college attendance for students who csanot afford the expenses themselves
or whose parents csnnot afford them. As a consequence, four curreant sources
of support for college attendance can be identified as (1) psreats, (2)
students, (3) grant assistance, aad (4) loan aid. The four msjor sections
of this chapter discuss the role of each of these sources of support in
turn.

PARENTAL SUPPORT

For nearly 30 years, the College Scholarship Service (CSS) has provided
assistsace to postsecondary institutions, state scholarship programs, and
other agencies through its need analysis services. Together with the Aseri-
can College Testing (ACT) Program, it provides national standards for the
determination of students’ financial need. As it explains in its sanual for
financial aid offices and agencies (1983, p. 9):

The underlying assumption of the CSS need analysis system is that
parents have an obligstion to finence the education of their
children to the extent that they are able. . . . Another major
assumption of the CSS need analysis system is that the size of the
family and any extraordinary expenses that the family msy have
must be considered in order to Beasure the true ability of the
family to comtribute to educational costs. So, too, must such
factors as the age of the paremts, the value of parents’ assets,
and the noumber of working parents be weighed -~ factors that will
alter s family's financial strength. '

For financially dependeat students, then, the size of expected parental
contributions is s major determinant in asressing students’ ability to pay
the costs of attendance, and hence in assessing their financial need.

Parental Support of Full-Time Students

As Display 25 on page 52 shows, the percentage of full-time students who
reported any direct financial contribution from their parents toward their

education varied wvidely from segment to segment.

Parents of Community College Students: Over 70 percent of full-time Community
College students sre considered financially dependent, but only 51 percent
received direct parental contributions. At least two factors probably




contributed to this merked difference: First, a significant perceantage of
these students came from families with incomes under $24,000, and for some
of these families no fimancial support say have been possible. Second,

because the SEARS questionsaire asked s’udents living at home not to count
housing and food costs in reporting their paremtal contributions, these
contributions were not iacluded in the SEARS statistics.

Thus, sot counting board and room at home, 32 percent of full-time Community
College studeats received under $900 in parental coatributions; 7 perceat
received between $900 and §$1,799; and the remsining 12 percent received
$1,800 or more. Among financially dependeat students, the average pareantal
contribution was $1,064. For self-supporting students, it was $230.

Parents of State University Undergradustes: Among full-time State Univer-
sity studeats, 38.4 perceat received no parental coatribution to help with
their education. Even assuming that this group included all of the State
University’'s self-supporting full-time students, this still means that at
least one out of every eight of its finsancially dependent students received
no direct financial aid from their parents. At the same time, one in every
four received up to $900 from their parents, one in ten received between
$900 and $1,799, and another one in four received §1,800 or more. For

DISPLAY 25 Percent of Full-Time Students Iin Each
Parental Contribution Category by Segment, 1982-83

70 -

ol |

20 |-

10

" Communtty | " Universtyof  independent
Calhqcn, Ummty Califorma Institutions

Source: Califerunia Postsecondary Sducation Commission Wesghts,
Student Expesses and Rescurces Survey.



dependent students, the average parental coatribution was $1,854; for inde-
pendent students, it was $174.

Parents of University of Califormia Undergraduates: At the University of
California, 22.7 percent of all full-time undergraduates received no parental
contribution, but this was true of only 9.0 perceat of financially dependent
students -- 8.7 percent of vhom came from families earning under $12,000.
In other words, it appears that almost all of the University's full-time
undergraduates who depend on their pareats for fimancial support received
some parental assistance, if their families were able to coantribute anything.
Indeed, 16.0 perceat received up to $900 from their parents; 12.1 percent
received from $900 to $1,799; and 49.2 percent received $1,800 or more.
Among dependent studeats, the average paremtal contribution wvas $2,954; for
self-supporting students, it wvas $229.

Parents of Independent College and University Undergradustes: All but 20
percent of full-time undergraduates at imdependent institutions (received
some finsncial assistance from their parents, and only 6 percent of those
who did not were finsacially dependent. As in the Uaiversity of California,
the high costs of attending these institutions slomg with their large pro-
portion of students from middle- and high-income families are evident from
the psrental comtributions: Only 15.4 percent received less than $900, and
only 6.7 percent received between $900 and $1,799, but 58.0 percent received
$1,800 or more. In fact, the average parental coatribution to dependent
students was $4,627, compared to $299 for self-supporting students.

Parental Support of Part-Time Students

Parents of Community College Students: As shown in Display 26, 72.9 percent
of students taking six to 11 units per term in the Community Colleges received
no financial help from their parents, although only half were
considered self supporting. To be sure, 16.5 percent of the dependent
students came from families earning less than $12,000, snd many of these
families could not be expected to contribute much toward their children's
education. Among the 27.0 percent who did receive some parental aid, two-
thirds received less than $900 and only 4.4 percent received $1,800 or more.
The average contribution for dependent students was $564 and for self-
supporting students, less thao $100.

Among part-time Community College students taking fewer than six units, the
average parental ccatribution was $299; 88.7 percent received no direct
financial support from their parents, and nearly all who did received under
$900.

Parents of State University Undergraduates: In the State University, 48.0
percent of part-time undergraduates were financially dependent yet 72.6
percent received po parental aid. Fourteen and one-half percent received
less than $900; 4.4 percent received between $900 and $1,799; and only 10.6
percent received §1,800 or more. In each instance, these percentages are
less than half of those for comparable full-time undergraduates, and differ~
ences in the percentage of dependent students and in family income account
for only part of the disparity. More appears to stem frowm these part-time
students' own employment and income. Nonetheless, the average parental
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contribution for part-time dependent students wss §1,119, compared to $1,854
for their full-time countecrparts. For part-time self-supporting students,
it was less than $100.

Parents of Uaiversity of California Undergraduates: As with full-time
undergraduates at the Uaiversity, most part-time undergradustes recgived
some financial assistance from their pareats, and only 6.4 percent the
30.8 percent vho received no pareatal contributions were financially dependent.
Moreover, the level of parental support for part time students was also
similar to that among full-time undergraduates, with 40.8 perceat receiving
more tham $1,800, compared to 49.2 percent of the full-time students.
Indeed, the average perental coatridbutioa for dependent part-timse undergrad-
uates vas $2,650, compared to $2,954 for their full time couatexparts. For
self-supporting part-time students, it vas $218.

Parents of Independeat College sod Usiversity Undergraduates: Nearly 76
percent of part-time students at isdepeaden. institutions received no parental
aid, but 67 perceat were self supporting. Thus, approximately 90 perceat of
depeadent studeats actually Teceived some sid from their pareats, and a
majority of the rest came from families with very lov incomes. The vast
sajority who reported psrental coatributions received $1,800 or more. The
average pareantal coatridbution for finsacially dependent part-time students
vas $3,930, or about $900 less than for their full-time counterparts. Among
self-supporting part~-tise students, the' average parental coatribution was
$299.

DISPLAY 26 Percent of Part-Time Students in Each
Parantal Contribution Category by Segment, 1982-83

Commwumity State Univeruty of independent
College University Califorrnia institutions

Seurce: Califormia Postsecoadary Education Commission Werghts,
Student [xpenses and Resowsces Sucvay.
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STUDENT SELF MELP

The College Scholarship Service, the California Student Aid Comsission, and
pearly all fimsacial aid officers expect students as well as their parents
to coatribute towsrd meeting the costs of their education. Often referred
to as "student self help,” this coatribution can take 3 variety of forms,
including savings from summer employment, earnings from acsdemic-year employ~
sent, or obligations to repay loams. Student coatributions from savings asad
earnings are immediste or direct forms of self bhelp, while loans can be
considered an indirect form by their deferred repayment obligation. Direct
self help is examined im the following paragraphs of this section, while
loans are discussed at the end of this chapter.

Students' patterns of employwent, their earnings, and their financial contri-
butions to their education all vary coasiderably with their dependency
status and cradit losd. Amoang financially depeadent students, summer work
and term-time employment ususlly serve to supplement pareatal coatributions,
but among independent students who normslly receive little pareatal aid,
their employment and that of their spouse is usually the chief means of
paying both their educationsl aad liviag expenses. In addition, for both
dependent and independest students, the demands of a full-time scademic
schedule limit the number of hours they can be expected to devote to employ-
sent during academic terms.

Employment of Full-Time Students

Community College Students: As shown in Display 27, over three-fourths of
full-time Community College studeats worked during the 1982-83 academic year
at either on- or off-campus jobs. One-third worked for fewer than 20 hours

per week, one-fourth worked from 20 to 29 hours each week, and one-twelfth

worked full time.

DISPLAY 27 Percent of Full-Time Students in Fach
Hours Worked Per Week Category by Segment, 1982-83
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Sowrce: California Postsecomdsry Kducstion Commission Weights,
Student Kzpesses and Rescurces Survey.
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State Uaiversity Undergraduates: Two-thirds of full-time State University
undergradustes held jobs during :he school year. As at the Community Colleges,
one-third worked fewer than 20 hours each week, and just uader one-fourth
vorked 20 to 29 hocis. but less.than 4 percent worked full time.

University of Californis Undergredustes: Among full-time undergradustes at
the University, somewhat fewer worked during the academic year than in the
Community Colleges or the State University: 57 percent, compared to 75 and
67 perceat, vespectively. Over &0 perceat worked fewer thas 20 hours per
week; 11 percent worked 20 to 29 bours; sad less than 2 percent were esployed
full time. ‘

Indspendent Colleges aad University w_%gg: Full-time studeats at
independent institutiods eagaged in a s at different pattern of term-time
esployment than their pudblic college and univeraity counterpsrts: . Over 70
percent were employed during the school year, with nearly hslf working fewer
than 20 Lours esch week. While the percentage working more thaa 30 hours
per week was low, this high percentage working under 20 hours per veek was
probably related to the high proportion of students receiving financial aid-
(including work study) and the self-help expectations that independent
institutions place on these students. ,

Full-Time Student and Spouse Income

Community College Studemts: As Display 28 shows, 47 percent of the full-time
dependent students is the Commumity Colleges earned less than $3,000 per
year; an additionsl 26 percent esrned betweeam §$3,000 and $5,999; 19 percent
earsed from $6,000 to $11,999, and 8 percent earned over $12,000.

Among independent or sslf-supporting students, the income pattern is quite
different: Even counting sny spouse income, less thanm 17 perceat earned
under $3,000; 15 percent, from $3,000 to $5,999; 25 perceant, between $6,000
and $11,999; 20 perceat, between $12,000 and $23,999; and almost 22 percent,
$24,000 or more.

State University Undergradustes: The income distribution of full-time
dependent undergraduates at the State University is similar to that of their
Cosmunity College cownterparts in that the earnings of the vast majority
vere at the lower end of the income spectrum. Nearly half of them had
incomes of under $3,000; over 72 percent, less than $6,000; and almost 92
percent, less thaa $12,000. Among self-supporting students in the State
University, 20 percent earned less than $3,000; another 20 perceat, between
$3,000 and $5,999; 23 percent, between $6,000 and $11,999; 19 percent,
between $12,000 and $23,999; and 17 percent, $24,000 ox more.

University of California Undergraduates: The income distribution of full-
time University undergraduates was quite unlike that of Community College or
Staste University students -- and generally lower. Among financially depen-
dent students, 61 percent earned under $3,000; 25 percent, between §3,000
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and $5,999; and nearly 12 percent, from $6,000 to $11,999; and only 3 percent,
$12,000 or more. Perhaps becsuse self-supporting University undergraduates
tend to be younger and more often single than their Community College and
State University counterparts, they also were more likely to have lower
incomes. Nearly one-third earned under $3,000; 60 perceat, less than §6,000;
and nearly 82 perceat, uader $12,000. Oaly 1l perceat received between
$12,000 and $23,999; sad oaly 7 percent, more than $26,000.

Independent Colleges and University Uadergraduates: The income distribution
of full-time dependent umndergraduates at iadependest institutions closely
paralleled that of those at the University of California, with nesrly 61
perceat haviang incomes of less than $3,000 per year, and almost 97 percent
earning less than $12,000 per year. Self-supporting students fared somevhat
better, however: Only 26 perceat earned under $3,000; 49 percent, less than
$6,000; and 71 percent, less than $12,000. Thirteen perceat had incomes of
betweea $12,000 and $23,999, while 17 percent earned $24,000 or more.

DISPLAY 28 Percent of Full-Time Student in Each

Student and/or Spouse Income Category by Segment
and Federal Dependency Status, 1982-83

Under $ 3,000~ $12,000- $24,000
$3,000 $11,999 $23,999 And Abo

Community Colleges

Dependent 46.9% 45.0% 6.3% 1.8%
Independent 16.8 40.7 20.5 21.8
Total 38.2 63.7 10.6 7.5
State University

Dependent 49.3 42.5 6.5 1.7
Independent 20.3 43.2 19.2 17.2
Total 41.9 42.7 9.7 5.7
University of California

Dependent 61.0 36.0 2.3 0.7
Independent 32.6 49.0 11.4 7.1
Total 57.1 37.8 3.6 1.7
Independent Institutions

Depende~t 60.7 35.9 2.8 0.6
Independent 25.5 45.3 12.6 16.6
Total 56.1 37.2 4.0 2.8

Seurce: Celifernis festsecondary fducstion Commissien Verghts,
Studest Lupesses sad Rescurces Survey.
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Full-Time Student Contributions

As noted esrlier, most students are expected to coantribute from their own
earnings and savings toward meeting the costs of college -- by finasncial aid
officers in the case of aid recipients, by most pareats in the case of their
dependent childrem, and by institutions and State policy makers in the case
of finaancially iadependent students.

Community College Students: As Display 29 shows, the finsncial coatributions
toward their education of full-time Commmity College students ranged in
1982 from zsro to over $1,800. Ouly 14 perceat coatributed mothing; 47 percent,
less thaa $900; and 27 perceant, $1,800 or more. The average contribution of
financially dependent studests vas $1,192, or sppreximstely 23 percent of
their sverage income. That of iasdependent students was $2,637, or 18 percent
of their imcome. Major reasons for the lower percentage coatribution among
independent students then among dependent students included their grester
average earnings and the fact that actual assessments of their contributiom
rate are made against discretionary or met income after subtracting taxes
and family maintensace allowaaces, rsther than against total income, vhereas
for dependent students these allowances are sade in determining their pareats’
expected contributions.

State University Undergraduates: In the State University, 11 percent of the
full-time undergraduates made no financial contributiom toward their educa-

DISPLAY 29 Percent of Full-Time Students in Fach
Student Contribution Category by Segment, 1982-83
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Sourcw: Califorsis Postsecoadary Educstion Commission Weights,
Stadeat Expenses sod Resources Survey.
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tion, while not quite 40 perceat comtributed less than $900, and more than
33 perceat coantributed 31,800 or more. The average coatributioa of finan-
cially dependeat students ves $1,3582, or 34 percent of their average income;
among indepeadent studeats it was 32,885, or 23 perceat. The aversge coatri-
butiomn of dependent studemts was $390 higher than that of their Community
College counterparts, slthough their average income was“§$129 less -- §4,384
compared to $4,713. Among self-supporting studeats, their coatribution was
$268 higher, wvhile their iscome was $12,409 compared to $14,36].

University of Califormis Undergraduates: In the University, 12 perceat of
the full-tise undergradustes made mo coatribution to paying for their educar.
tion, but 36 perceant coatributed up to $900; 19 percent, betweea $1,200 and
$1,799; and snother 33 percent, §1,800 or more. The average contribution of
dependent studeats was $1,649, or nearly 33 percent of their sverage earnings,
vhile that of indspendent students wes $2,908, or more thas 37 perceat. In
short, average coatributioas of Uaiversity undergraduates to financing their
attendsnce were highsr thaa those of studeats in the other two public segments
st the same time that their average income was coasiderably lower. The
result is that their costributios represents a substantially greater percent-
age of their earniags than those of Comsumity College and:State University
students.

Independent College aand Uaiversity Uandergraduates: At independent imstitu-
tions, levels of contribution among full-time students are such the same as
at the Uaniversity of Califormis, with little differemce between them in the
percentage of studeats contributing at various levels. The average coantri-
bution of their dependent students was §1,732, or S4 percent of their income;
while that of iadependent students was $3,695, or 32 percent.

Employment of Part-Time Students

Community College Students: Term-time employmeat is quite common among

part-tims studeats in the Comsunity Colleges, as Display 30 shows, and, as
wight be expected, more common than among full-time students. Among part-time
students enrolled for six to 11 units as well as among those takiag fewer
than six units, 84 perceant worked during the school year, compared to only
75 perceat of the full-time students. Less than 18 perceat of the six- to
11-unit students aad 12 parcent of the extreme part-time stuilents worked

under 20 hours per week, compsred to one-third of all full-time students.
At the opposite extreme, almost 40 percent of the six- to 1l1-unit students
snd 53 percent of the extreme part-time group worked full time, in contrast
to only 8 percsat of the full-time students.

State University Undergradustes: The same psttern of employment character-
{zed part-time studemts ias the State University. Eighty-eight perceat of
its part-time students held term~time jobs, nearly three-fourths of them
wvorked 20 hours or more per week; and 40 percent were employed full time.

University of California Undergraduates: The employment pattern of part
time University undergradustes differed from that of the other two public
L]
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segments, in that oaly 71 perceat of these students wvere employed during the
academic year. Twenty-six percent worked less than 20 hours per week; 31
percent worked between 20 and 39 bours; and only 14 percent worked full
time -- a perceatage considerably lower than comparsble ones in the Community
Colleges, State University, or independent institutions.

Independent College sad University Undecrgraduates: About three-fourths of
all part-time students st independent institutions were employed during the
school year. Approximstely one in tem worked fewer than 20 hours per wveek,
dbut oearly two-thirds worked wore hours than this, and one-third were en<
ployed full time.

DISPLAY 30 Percent of Part-Tipe Students in Fach
* Nours Worked per wWeek Category by Segment, 1982-83

State
Coliege University Califorma A

Source: Califermis Postescendary Education Commission VWeights,
Studeat Lxpenses sod Reseusrces Susvey.

Part-Time Student and Spouse Income

Community College Students: The income of part-time Community College
students varied between those taking six units or more or fewer than six.
As shown in Display 31, nearly 31 percent of financially dependent students
in the former group had incomes of less than $3,000, while only 22 percent
of extreme part-time students did so. Seventy perceat of the first group
earned less than $12,000, while only 52 percent of the latter group did so.
Fifteen percent of the first group earned from 512,000 to $23,999, and 11
percent earned $24,000 or more, compared to 25 percent and 22 percent, re-
spectively, in the latter extreme part-time group.
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Among indepeundeat studeats, the incomes were generally higher than among
dependent students, particularly amoag those enrolled for fewer than six
units. Among those takiag frum six to 11 umits, 24 percent earned under
$12,000 per year; 30 perceat, betwees §$12,000 and $23,999; and the remaining
&6 perceat, $26,000 or more. But among extreme part-time students, ooly 16
percent earned less than $12,000; 26 percent, between $12,000 and $23,999;
and the remaining 58 percent, $24,000 or more, with 70 perceat of these
earning $32,000 or above.

State University Undergraduates: In the State University, 20 percent of
financially depepdent part-time undergraduates earmed less than $3,000; 46
percent, between $3,000 and §11,999; 26 percent, between $12,000 and $23,999;
and 10 perceant, $24,000 cr more. Among independent students, however, the
percentages at lov income levels were considerably smaller: Only 3 percent
sade under $3,000; 19 percent, between $3,000 and $11,999; 31 percent,
betwesn $12,000 and $23,999; and 47 percent, $24,000 or more.

DISPLAY 31 Percent of Part-Time Students in Fach
student and/or Spouse Income Category by Segmen
and Federal Depsndency Status, 1982-83 :

Under $ 3,000~ $12,000- $24,000
- $3,000 $11,999 $23,999 And Above

Community Colleges

Dependent 30.7% 43.4% 15.3% 10.6%
Independent 4.8 18.8 30.3 46.1
Total 17.9 31.2 22.7 28.1
State University

Dependent 23.5 64.6 2.9 9.1
Independent ' 2.7 19.5 30.4 47.3
Total 12.7 31.5 26.9 29.0
University of Californis

Dependent S1.4 33.3 12.9 2.4
Independent 3.6 35.1 31.5 29.8
Total 39.9 33.7 17.4 9.1
Independent Institutions

Dependent 44.0 39.5 13.5 3.1
Independent 0.6 38.1 19.1 42.1
Total 16.8 38.5 17.3 29.3

Seorew: Californis Pestseceadary Lduzstios Cemmisstos Weights,
Stadant Lxpecses and Reseurces Survey.
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University of Csalifornia Undergraduates: Over half of the\University's
financially dependent part-time students were paid under $3,000 per year;
one-fourth, between $3,000 and $5,999; one-tenth, between $§6, and $11,999;
one-eighth, between $12,000 and $23,999; and only 2 percent, $24,000 or
more. Among self-supporting students, only & percent earned under $3,000;
35 percent, between $3,000 snd $§11,999; 32 percent, between $12,000 and
$23,999; and almost 30 percent, $24,000 or more.

Independent College and University Undergraduates: The income pattern of
part~-time undergraduates at independent institutions resembled that at the
University of California for dependent students but not for the financially
independent. among dependent students, 44 percent earned less than $3,000;
and 39 percent, between $3,000 snd $11,999. Fourteen percent received
between $12,000 and $23,999; while only 3 perceant got $24,000 or more.
Among independent students, *heir income distributiom reflected their older
average age: Less than 1 percent earned under $3,000, and only 38 percent,
between $3,000 and $11,999. Nineteen percent received between $12,000 and
$23,999; and 42 percent had total incomes of $24,000 or wmore, with nearly 75
percent of this latter group earning $32,000 or above.

Part- Time Student Contributions

=,

The standard assumption of financial aid need anslyses is that part-time
students are able to work more hours during the school year than full-time
studeats, receive more income, and thus pay more of the cost of their educa-
tion. Evidence in the SEARS data confirms the soundness of this assumption:
Part-time students in all segments are more commonly employed than their
full-time counterparts, and their income is typically higher. However, data
on students’' contributions to paying for their education suggest that part-
time students are not always called on to make larger comtributions in
either absoiute or relative terms than are full-time students.

Community College Students: As shown in Display 32, more than 80 percent of
all part-time Community College students ‘coatributed toward meeting the cost”
of their education, although well over half indicated that their contribution
was under $900. Indeed, the average contribution of financially dependent
students taking from six to 11 units was $1,048 -- nearly the same as that
of their full-time student counterparts; but this amount represented only 9
percent of their average income, compared to 25 percent for full-time students.
Among dependent students enrolled for fewer than six units, the average
contribution was $842 -- representing 6 percent of their average income.

Self-supporting students taking six to 11 units contributed an average of
$1,829, or 8 percent of their income, whiie those enrolled for fewer than
six units contributed $1,179, or only 4 percent.

State University Undergraduates: In the State University, 93 percent of all
part-time .indergraduates made some contribut;on to paying for their atten-

-§2-



.. e

dance: 38 percent contributed less than $900 per year; 15 percent, from $900
to $1,799; aad 40 perceant, $1,800 or more. The average contribution for
financiaslly dependent students was $1,939, or 18 percent of their iacome.
This coutribution was $350 higher thaen the average of comparable full-time
students, but as a proportion of income, it was only about half as large.

Self-supporting students contributed an average of $3,128, o; 12.9 percent
of their income -- again an amount oumerically larger but proportionally far
smaller than for comparable full-time students.

University of California Uadergradustes: The average contribution of fiunan-~
cislly dependent part-time undergraduates at the University of California
vas $1,635, which vas lower than the average for comparable full-time students,
hoth nuserically and as a perceatage of average income -- 30 percent compared
to 5] percent. Among self-supporting part-time undergraduates, the average
contribution was $2,959, or 16 percent of average income.

Independent College and University Undergraduates: Financially dependent
part-time students at independent institutions coantributed an aversge of
$2,556 toward the cost of their education, or 38 perceant of their average
income 3~ & bhigher rate than among their full-time colleagues. Self-support-~
ing students contributed an aversge of $2,288 or 10.0 percent of their
income -- 8 l-wer rate than self-supporting full-time students.

DISPLAY 32 Percent of Part-!’ine’Stud‘ents in Fach
Student Contribution Category by Segment, 1982-83
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GRANT ASSISTANCE

So far, this report has examined the full costs of attending college and the
role of parental and studeat contributions in helping to meet all or part of
these costs. Financial aid in the form of grants, loans, or work study
assistance helped to reduce or eliminate any gap between students' available
resources and the full cost of attendance.

Of the three major forms of financial assistance just mentiocaed, grant aid
seems to be the most effective in lowering educatiomal costs and thereby
facilitates sttemdance amoag those students who would otherwise be unable to
enroll particularly im high cost inmstitutions -- those from low-income
families (see for example, the research on differential price responsiveness
of Carlson, 1974 and Jackson, 1978).

The major sources of graat aid available to California undergradustes in-
clude Pell Grants from the federal government, Cal Grants from the California
Student Aid Commission, and a variety of State-funded snd institutional

grent prograss in individusl segments and iastitutioss. Although the next
rerort in this series will snalyze the impact of grant aid in detail, the

following paragrsphs explain differences among these scurces of graant support
and describe the extent of assistance they offer to students of different
types in each of thie four segmenty

Overall, in 1982-83, the federal Pell Grant program provided $47.1 million
in grant fuands fgr Comsunity College students, $34.4 million for Nate
University undergriduates, $19.8 million for University undergraduates, and
$23.5 million for undergradustes at independent institutions. These grants
were provided to all undergraduates who applied for them and who met the
federal government's eligibility criteris for participation ia the prograa.

Cal Grant A swards were available for a limited number of high ability yet
financially needy California undergradustes. They provided $2.7 million to
help State University undergraduates defray part of,their required fees,

$11.5 million to University of California undergradustes for the same purpose,
and $45.3 million in grauts up to $3,400 each to help needy undergraduates

at independent institutions cover a portion of their educational costs.

Cal Grant B awards were targeted toward low-income disadvantaged students in
all segments to help them meet up to $1,100 in non-instructional costs and,

after the first year, up to $3,200 in tuition or required fees. Community

College students received $8.3 wmillion of these funds; State Univcrsity

undergraduates, $7.5 million; and University of Californis and independent
institution undergraduatas, $5.5 million each,

Among other State, federal, and iostitution-funded grant prograas, Community
College students received $8.3 milliom in State Educational Opportunity
Grant (EOP/S) funds, $9.8 million in federal Supplemental Educational Oppor-
tunity Grant (SEOG) funds, and $1.9 million im other grants. State Univer-
sity undergraduates received $7.1 million in State EOP/S grant funds, §7.2
million in federsl SEOG funds, $9.6 million from instituticnal and other
grant sources, and $1.4 million in fee waivers. University of California
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students (iaocluding some graduate students) received $5.4 million in SEOG
funds, $31.6 million tn institutional snd other grant funds -- $27.3 million
of which was provided by other students through their paywment of student
fees, and $6.0 million in fee waivers. Students at independent institutions
(again, including some graduate students) received $6.9 milliom in SEOG
grant funds and $82.5 million in institutional grant funds.

" Grant Assistance for Full-Time Students

In 1982-83, both the total amount of grants received by undergraduates and
the percentage of undergradustes receiving grants varied widely by segment,
student dependency status, and credit load, as the following paragraphs and
Display 33 illustrate.

Community College Students: In the Community Colleges, over 112, 000 students --,
68,000 of them full time and 44,000 part time -- received some sort of grant
usuunce Despite these large numbers, they accounted for only- ZI"percent
of the full-time students and less than 5 percent of-tiE part-tiae students

in these colleges. Moreover, among sll full-time students 8 percent received
less than $500 in grant aid, and only 9 perceat received §1,000 or more.

DISPLAY 33 Percent of Full-Time Students in Each
Grant Amount Category by Segment, 1982-83
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Full-time students in various finsncisl circumstamces received grant aid in
predictably yet importantly Jifferent proportioms. Among fipancially depen-
dent students from families earning under $12,000, 52 percent received such
aid, with their average grant amoumting to $1,420. Similarly, among self-
supporting students earning uader $12,000, 55 perceat received grants, with
the average totaling $1,275. On the other haand, only 12 percent of dependent
students from families with incomes of $24,000 to $37,999 received grants,

as did only & perceat of independent students vith incomes of 524,000 or

more., -

State University Undergraduates: In the State University, nearly one-third
of all full-time undergraduates received grant aid. Eight percent received
under $500, but 16 percent received $1,000 or more. Seventy-three percent

of dependent students fros families earning undér §12,000 obtained grants

which averaged $1,729. Two-thirds of independent students who earned below
$12,000 got gramts averaging $1,601. In contrast, only 25 percent of depen-~
dent students from families with incomes of $26,000 to 337,999 were awarded

grants, as vere only 8 percent of self-supporting studeats who earned $24,000
or more.

University of California Undergraduates: Full-time undergraduates at the
University of California were more likely than their counterparts in the
other two public segments to get graat assistance. Forty-one percent received
such aid with 6 percent receiving less than $500; 8 percent, between $500
and $999; 11 percent, from $1,000 to $1,999; and 16 perceat, $2,000 or more.
The average grant was $2,822 for the 84 percent of financially dependent
students from families with imcomes under $12,000 who received graats.
Seventy-two percent of dependent students from families with incomes of
$12,000 to $23,999 obtained grants, as did 45 percent of those with family
incomes of $26,000 to $35,999; 25 percent with incomes of $36,000 to $47,999,
and 18 percent with incomes of $48,000 to $59,999. Among self-supporting
students with incomes below $12,000, 78 perceat got grants averagiag $2,365,
but only 3 perceat with incomes of $24,000 or more received aay.

Independent College and University Undergraduates: The high cost of attend-
aoce at independeut institutions is reflected clearly in the large percent-
age of their uandergraduates ~- 65 perceat -- who got grant assistance. Only
9 perceat received under $1,000 in such aid and only 10 percent gained
between $1,000 and 51,999 in these funds, while 46 percent received $2,000
or more.

An exceptionally high percentage of seemingly morc affluent students at

independent institutions demonstrate financial need. For example, while it
is not surprising that 92 percent of dependent students from families with

incomes under $12,000 received grants, which averaged $4,326, over half from
families with incomes between 548,000 and $59,999 slso obtained such aid,

(which amounted to $3,077). Among self-supporting students with incomes

under $12,000, 87 percent received grants that averaged §$4,416. Among those
with incomes of $24,000 or sore, 36 percent were awarded grants.

73
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Grant Assistance for Part-Time Students

Community College Students: As shown in Display 34, 7 perceant of part-time
Community College studeats received grants in 1982-83, most of them for
amounts under $500. Students enrolled for fewer than six units are generally
ineligible for financial sid grants, although a few taking fewer than 8ix
units in the spring term msy have tskem enough units in the fall to qualify
for s graat. Among finsncially dependent students, oaly 14 percent from
families earaing under $12,000 obtained grants compared to 52 perceat of
their full-time counterparts. Moreover, among those low-income part-time
students, their grants averaged $394, compared to $1,343 for full-time
students. Twenty perceat of self-supporting part-time students earning
under $12,000 obtained grants but no appreciable percentage of students from

any other income group.

State University Undergraduates: Oaly 10 perceant of the part-time State
University undergraduates received grant aid. Five percent received aid of

ex

DISPLAY 34 Percent of Part-Time Students in Each
Crant Amount Category by Segment, 1982-83
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under $500; 2 percent, between $500 and $999; and 3 percent, $1,000 or more.
Among dependent students from families with incomes of less than $12,000, 18
percent received grant aid cospsred to 73 percent of full-time students
from such fsstilies. Their average grant, moreover, was $1,168, compared to
$1,729 for full-time students. Amomg self-supporting students with similarly
lov incomes, 74 perceat received grants averaging $890 compared to 67 percent
of full-time students whose graats sveraged $1,601.

University of Caljifornis Undergraduates: Psrt-time undergraduates at the
University of Califormia are more likely than their counterparts in the

other public segments to receive grant sid, yet oaly 22 percent of these

students received graats, vith 5 percent receiving less than $500; 27 perceat,
betweea $500 and $999; 6 perceat, 91,000 to $1,999; and 8 percent receiving
$2,000 or more.

Sixty-two percent of all dependent students from families with income under
$12,000 received grants, which averaged $2,204. Among self-supporting
part-time students earming below $1,200, 43 percent received grants, but the
percentage droppee slightly among those in higher-income categories.

Independent College Undergraduates: The high cost of attendance at independent
institutions is reflected in the 38 percent of their part-time students who
received graat sid. Fifteen perceant received under §1,000; 4.1 percent,
from $1,000 to $1,999; and 19 perceat, at least $2,000.

As with full-time dependent studeats st independent institutions, the percent
of part-time dependent students receiving grant aid was quite high, For
example, 75 perceat from tamilies with incomes uander $12,000 received grants,
as did 61 percent of those with incomes between $12,000 and $23,999. Further-
more, 51 percent of the self-supporting students with incomes under $12,000
obtained grants, as did 40 percent of those with lgigher incomes.

LOAN AID

Loans constitute the other major source of fimancial aid for Califormia's
undergrasdua_es. Until 1978, the primary source of loan aid was the National
Direct Student Loan (NDSL) program of the federal government, but liberali-
zation of the eligibility provisions for the Guaranteed Student Losn (GSL)
progras, plus additional federal incentives for private lenders to partici-
pste more fully, has led to a staggering increase since then in student
loans. For instance, in 1982-83, California Community College students
borrowed more than $72.5 million in Guaranteed Student Loans; that same
year, State University undergraduate and graduate students obligated them-
selves for $107.3 million; Uriversity of Californis students borrowed $84.2
million; and independent institution undergraduate, graduate, and profes-
sional students borrowed $153.2 million -- altogether, the students in these
four segments borrowed s total of $417.2 million. Furthermore, students at
these iastitutions borrowed an additional $43 millioa in NDSL funds.
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Loans for Full-Time Students

Community College Students: As shown in Display 35, 29 percent of all

full-time students in the Community Colleges took out loans during 1982-83.
Twelve percemt borrowed uader $500, but 1l percent borrowed $2,000 or more.
A smeller percentage of financially dependent low-income studeats took out
loans than received grants (31 percent, compared to 52 percent), but the
proportion from families with incomes above that level who took out loans
was consistently higher than the ;. oportion receiving graat aid. Overall,
the average loan takem out by financially dependent students wvas $1,376,

vhile among self-supporting students it was $1,684.

State University Undergraduates: Owverall, 39 percent of the State Univer-
sity's full-tise undergrsduates signed up for loans: 10 percent for loans
under $500, but 18 percemt for $2,000 or more. Over hslf of the finaacially
dependent low-income students took out loans, but this was again a smaller
percentage thas received grants. As in the Community Colleges, the situa-
tion was reversed for students from families with incomes above §12,000.
For exsmple, among those families esrning between $24,000 and $35,999, 36
perceat had loans, compared to 23 percent with grants. Among self-support-
ing students, 57 perceat bhad loans, which averaged $2,096, coapared to
$1,558 for the financially dependent students.

DISPLAY 35 Percent of Full-Time Students in Each
Loan Amount Category by Segment, 1982-83
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University of Califormia Undergradustes: Forty-three percest of full-time
undergraduates at the Uaiversity borrowed momey to help pay their costs.
Only 7 perceat obtained loans of under $500, 13 perceat bad loans of between
$500 and $1,999, and 20 perceant borrowed $2,000 or more. In general, among
financially dependemt students, a smaller percentage from families with
incomes under $264,000 depended on loans than depended on grants, although
many required both types of sid. Oun the other hand, among those from fami-
lies with incomes of $24,000 to $47,999, a larger percentage had loans than
grants. The average loan among dependent students was $1,821, compared to
$2,346 amoung self-supporting studeats.

Independent College and University Undergradustes: As vith graats, the high
coast of attendance at independeat institutions wvas reflected clearly by
loans. Over 62 percemt of the full-time undergradustes at these institutions
borrowed money to help pay their way, but few took out small loans. Eleven
percent borrowed betweea $1,000 and §1,999, and an additional &5 percent
borrowed $2,000 or more. Over 77 percent of financially dependent under-
gradustes from fasilies earning under $24,000 took out loans which averaged
spproxisetely $2,500 -- the msxisum allowed under the Guaranteed Student
Loaa program. This percentage was lower thaa the 92 perceat with grants
among these studeats, but the size of both perceatages among these low-income
students indicated that most needed both losn and grant aid tc meet the cost
of attendance. More than two-thirds of all fimsncially dependent students
took out loans, as did 80 perceat of self-supporting students, with their
average loans over $2,500 and nearly $3,300, respectively.

Loans for Part-Time Students

Becsuse of limitations on grant eligibility and on grant fuads for part-time
students, loans are probably the single most important source of financial

assistance for students with insufficient family and personal resources to
meet the cost of attending college. The percentage of part-time students

obtaining loams is generally lower than that of full-time students in the

same segment, but as noted esrlier, the average incose of part-time studeants
is generally higher than that of full-time students. Display 36 shows the

distribution of loan amouats for part-time students by segment.

Community College Students: In the Community Colleges, oanly 19 percent of

the psrt-time studeants taking six to 1l units obtained educatiosal loans,

snd only 7.5 percent of those taking fewer than six units did so. Neverthe-
less, the number of these borrowers was considerable -- 69,000 and 39,000,

respectively. Over 38 perceant of dependent part-time students from families
with incomes under $12,000 obtained loans, which averaged $536. Thirty-ome
percent of students from families with incomes between $12,000 and $23,999

took out loans that averaged $950. In both groups, more thsn twice as maay

students had loams as had grants. Borrowing was also critical to one out of
every four self-supporting students with incomes under $12,000, whose average
loan was $1,753, ip contrast to the average grant of $925 for one in every

five of these students.




State University Undergraduates: In the State University, approximately 19

‘ percent of all part-tims undergradustes took out losus, compared to 10

¢ percent with grants. The proportion borrowing was highest -- 31 per.eat --
among part-time dependeat studeats from families with incomes of under
$26,000, but between 13 and 19 percent of those from middle-income families
also borrowed to help meet educational costs. The average loan amoag the 18
percent of fimsmcially depeadent students who borrowed was §1,183, compared
to §1,750 smong the 17 perceat of self-supporting studeat borrowers.

University of Csliformia Uadergraduates: Less thaa one-third of the Univer-
sity's part-time undergradustes took out losns -- a lower fraction than the
43 percent of full-time studeats who borrowed money to attend the University,
but considerably higher than the percentsge of part-time student borrowers
in the two other public ts. Fifty-eight percent of fimnancially depen-
dent students from families th incomes under $12,000 obtained loans, as
had over 80 parcent of those from families earning between $12,000 and

$23,999. Among the 25 percent of dependent students who borrowed, the

average loan was §1,619. Over three-fourths of all self-supporting students
with incomes under $12,000 borrowed to help pay for their education, as did

L]

DISPLAY 36 Percent of Part-Time Students in Each
Loan Amount Category by Segment, 1982-83
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nearly half of those with incomes of $12,000 to $23,999. For the first
group, the sverage loan was $1,838, while for the latter group =~ who had to
depend almost entirely on loans if they needed financial aid -- it was
$2,500.

Independent College and University Umdergredustes: Over 45 percent of all
part-time undergraduates at independest institutions borrowed funds for
educational purposes. Nearly 80 percent of these borrowers, moreover,
borrowed $2,000 or more. Alsost three-fourths of financially dependeat
students from families with incomes under $12,000 obtained loans, and these
averaged $1,617. Amoag those from fsmilies with incomes of $12,000 to
$23,999, 61 perceat took out loaans, which averaged $2,4611. From 40 to 50
percent of students from middle-income families also sigmed up for loans, as
had 31 percent of those from families with incomes of $60,000 or more. For
these latter students, the absence of graat aid meant that borrowing was
their oaly source of financial aid. Asong dependent students, the average
loan was $3,600, indicating that in addition to Guaranteed Student Loaas,
these students or their families took out commercial loans at prevailing
sarket interest rates.

More than 87 percent of the self-supporting part-time uadergraduates at
independent institutions obtsined loans, which averaged $3,025. Even 54
percent of these students with incomes between $12,000 and $23,999 borrowed,
as did 12 percent with incomes of $24,000 or more.



SIX
MEETING THE COSTS OF ATTENDANCE

Following the examination of parental contributioas, student contributioas,
grant assistance, and loans in the previous chapter, this chapter analyzes
how students in four different financial circumstances combine these differ-
ent sources of financial support to meet the educational costs of the different
segments.

MEETING THE COSTS OF FINANCIALLY DEPENDENT
FULL-TIME STUDENTS FROM LOW-INCOME FAMILIES

As Display 37 shows, the average total expeases among financially dependent
full-time students from families with incomes under $12,000 vary widely
among California's four different segments of higher education -- ranging
from a lowv of $3,017 at Community Colleges to $9,277 at independent institu-
tions. How do students from families with comparable incomes meet such
widely different costs?

Community College - State University Differences: Au average $1,430 differ-
ence in educational expenses for low-income undergraduates existed between

DISPLAY 37 Average Amount of Financial Support

for Full-time Financially-Dependent Students in Each
Segment from Families with Incomes Under $§12,000 by
Source rf L, aive G4

Community State University of Independent
Source Colleges University California Institutions
Loan § bbb $ 846 $ 990 $1,963
Grant 697 1,266 2,385 3,974
Parent 739 688 1,040 1,658
Student 1,137 1,649 1,812 1,682
Total 3,017 4,447 6,227 9,277

Sousce: Califorsis Postsacendary Lducation Comminsion Veights,
Studout Ixpenses sad Rewcurces Survey
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the Community Colleges and the State Usiversity in 1982, and the primary
burdes of paying this differeamce in order to attend the State University
fell om the students themselves. The average contributions of parents iam
these two seguents were cssentially the same, but the average studeat contri~
butios of State Usiversity students was $522 higher. Although this coasti- ,
tuted the only direct and immediate met price difference for these students '
between attending a State University cempus instead of a Community College,
the remainder of the difference was made up by an average $402 increase in
their loan indedtedness plus $567 more in grant aid.

State University - Usiversity of Califormia Differences: A $1,780 difference
existed bLetween the average expenses of low-income undergraduates at the
State University and the University of California in 1982, but a different
pattern of peymeat prevailed here. University of California students'’
average direct out-of-pocket costs wers only $163 higher than that of State
University students, although their costs conspituted a such larger percent-
age of their average income -- 53 percent, Compared to 34 perceat. loreover,
their cost in terms of future loan oblizations was only $144 more. In
contrast, the greater direct cost for these/students to attend the Univer~
sity fell on their paremts, in the amount /of $352. The remaining $1,114
difference in expenses was covered by st t financial aid in the form of
grant assistance.

University of California - Independent Jastitution Differences: The average
expenses for low-income full-time undergradustes attending independent
institutions ware sn imposing $3,050 higher than for their counterparts
attending the University of California snd more than $4,800 higher than for
State University usdergraduates. The direct out-of-pocket cost of these
students, however, was actuslly $130 less than awong University of California
undergraduates, but their pareats’ contribution of $1,658 was $620 more.
This bigher parental coatribution is one of the clesrest measures of the
financial sacrifices these low-income parents made. Indeed, it represented
over 25 percent of their average income, compared to 15.6 percent of average
family incomes at tha University, 10.2 pexcent at the State University, and .
10.7 percent at the Community Colleges.

I Nevertheless, the $3,030 difference was reduced to a direct out-of-pocket
difference of $490 for studenrs and their parents through finaacial aid.
More than half of the difference -- $1,589 -- was made up through grant
aid -~ the grants at independent institutions for these students averaging
$3,974; at the University, $2,385. The rest came from long-term loan obliga-
tions. Low-income undergraduates at independent institutions borrowed an
average of $1,963, compared to $990 at the University and $846 at the State
University. Their greater loan obligations did not represent immediate
out-of-pocket costs but they did mean that in the long run when these students
graduated they would owe between $8,000 and $10,000 upon receiving their
diploma or approximstely twice that of their public university counterparts.




MEETING THE COSTS OF FINANCIALLY DEPENDENT
FULL-TIME STUDENTS FROM MIDDLE-INCOME FAMILIES

For purposes of illustrationm, "middle-income’” families are defined here as
those with incomes between $24,000 and $35,999 per year. Data on families
with incomes of from $36,000 to $47,999 are not sarkedly different.

Community College - State University Differences: As Display, 38 shows, the
average cost to attead a State University campus rather than a Community
College was $1,427 for full-time undergraduates from middle-income families --
virtually the same as that for studemts from low-income families. Over $385

of this difference was made up directly by State University students them-
selves in the form of higher average contributions, and they undertook an !
sdditional $154 indirect coatribution in the form of future increased loan/
obligations. Their parents contributed an average of $708 more than their
Community College counterparts. Altogether, nearly twice as much of the
additional cost was made up by direct “student and parent out~of-pocket
payments of $1,093, compared to $460 for low-income students and parents. \
Grant aid made up the remaining $180 cost difference. S (

-

i
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1
{
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State University - University of California Differences: The average cost
difference for middle-income undergraduates betwveen ' attending the State A)
University and the University of California was $1,747. The direct added (.
cost to University students was $260, and that to their parents was $894.

Their pareants' coarribution of $2,546 required tue expenditure of 8.4 percent

of their femilies' average income, compared to 5.5 perceat at he State
University. The other one-third of the difference was covered by increased
finsncial aid -- an average of $369 in additional grants and $224 i additional

loans.

DISPLAY 38 Average Amount of Financial Support for
Full-Time Financially-Dependent Students in Each
Segment from Families with Incomes of $24,000 to $35,999

Communivy State University of Independent
Source Colleges University California Institutions
Loan § 40% $ 558 $ 732 $1,833
Grant 73 253 622 2,982
Parent 94l 1,652 ‘ 2,546 3,316
Student 1,206 1,591 1,851 1,835
Total 2,627 4,054 5,801 9,966

Source: Califermia Postsscoadary Lducatios Commiseron Yeighes.
Stodent [spenees sad Nesources Survey.
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University of California - Independent Institution Differences: Average
expenditures of middle-income students at California's independent collgRes
and universities wers $4,165 more than at the University of Californisa.
This difference in cost between the two segments was $1,100 more than for
low~income students, due in large part to the tendency of middle-income
undergraduates to attend more expensive independent institutions on average
than low-income students. The higher cost of attending an independent
iostitution than the University of California was not made up by students
directly, since the average contribution of students was virtually identical
in the two segments. As with low-income families, the difference in direct
out-of~- pocket costs w.s‘. borne by parents, who coatributed §$3,316, compared
to $2,5646 at the University. Since their average income was nearly identical

P to that of University families, their coatribution consumed 11 percent of
thkeir income, compared to 8.4 percent of University family income.

While the high costs of iadependent institutions cowpared to the University
of California clearly imposed greater burdens on amiddle-income pareats,
substantially greater gjrant aid at these institutions bhelped narrow the
price gap considerably. Their students received an average of §2,982 in
grant assistance, or $2,360 more than similar students at the University.
In all, this increased graant aid covered more than half of the overall cost
difference between the two segnents, while increased indebtedness made up an
additional $1,051 of the overall gap. This indebtedness presemted somt of
the same long-term problems for students from middle~income families that it
did for those from low-income families, yet the combined effects of increased
loan and grant aid reduced the cost difference between independent institu- ‘
tions and the University to $870 for these middle-income students.

MEETING THE COSTS OF FINANCIALLY DEPENDENT
FULL-TIME STUDENTS FROM HIGH-INCOME FAMILIES

«

Among full-time dependent undergradustes from families with .acomes of
$60,000 or more, over three-~fourths of the cost of attending more expensive

$ institutions was borme by students and their families themselves, with
financial aid covering only some of the added cost.

Community College - State University Differences: Display 39 shows that the
average expenses of full-time undergradustes from high-income families was
$1,865 more at the State University than at the Community Colleges. The
difference between the two segments in average grants for these students was
negligible, and the difference in loans which played only a small part in
meeting these students' costs of attendance in either segment was scarcely
S100. Instead, $453 of the added cost of atteading a State University
. compus was paid for directly by the students themselves, and the remaiding
LR $1,266 was contributed by their parents.

State Unaiversity - i!niversitx of Californis Differences: In a similar
fashion, less than $200 of the $1,478 higher cost for students from high-
income families to z.tend the Un.versity of California instead of the State
University was made up by increased loan or grant aid. University studeants




themselves coatributed an average of only $117 more toward the costs of
their education than did their counterparts at the State University. Om the
other hand, their parents contributed $1,165 more than similar State Univer-
sity families. The average contribution of these high- income parents was
higher in sbsolute terms than that of middle-income families, but it repre-
sented a slightly smaller percentage of average income -- st the University,
6.7 percent, compared to 8.4 percent; snd at the State University, 5.0
peccent, compared to 5.5 percént.

University of Ca.ifornia - Independent Institution Differences: The average
studcnt!;:?ennes oif full-time undergraduates from high-income families was

$10,634 independent colleges and universities and $6,425 at the University
of Californsia. Approximately $550 of this $4,309 difference was made up by
larger loans to independent institution students, a#d $406 wa: made up by
higher grant aid. Independent institution students were called upon to
contribute just $62 more than their University of Califormia counterparts,
but their parents coatributed an average of $3,290 more -~ §7,740 in all --
toward their childrens' education.

DISPLAY 39 Average Amount of Financial Support for
Full-Time Financially-Dependent Students in Each
Segment from Families with Incomes of $60,000 and Above

\

Community State University of Independent

Source Colleges University California Institutions
Loan $ 134 § 240 s 373 $ 924
Grant 9 49 112 518
Parent 2,019 3,285 4,450 7,740
Student 820 1,273 1,390 1,452
Total 2,982 4,847 6,325 10,634

Seurce: Califoruia Poetseceadary Kducstioo Commission Weights,
Studest xpensas 20d Resources Survey.
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MEETING THE COSTS OF FINANCIALLY INDEPENDENT
FULL-TIME STUDENTS WITH INCOMES UNDER $12,000

Among self-supporting full-time studeats in 1982, thos: earning less thao
$12,000 comprised the largest group, accounting for nearly 60 percent of the
total in the Comsunity Colleges, 63 perceat in the State University, 82
percent in the University, and nearly 70 percent in the independent - institu-
tions. For this reason and because their fimancial needs are generally
greater than those of self-supporting students with higher incomes, their
college-going costs varrang particular attention.

Community College - State University Differences: Independent full-time
undergraduates with iacomes under $12,000 speat $1,057 more at the State
University thaa st the Community Colleges, as Display 40 shows. Approximately
one-fourth of this difference was made up by s $250 bigher coatribution from
State University students themselves. Pareatal contributions were minimal
and their difference between the two segments ‘was just $62. The major
difference in the fiaancial burden faced by State University students was
their $498 higher indebtedness. The remaining cost gap was closed by $371
in additional graat assistance.

State University - University of California Differences: The average cost
difference between the Stste University and Upiversity of Califormia for

full-time self-supporting undergraduates was $1,267. None of this difference
resulted in greater direct out-of-pocket expenditures by University students,

DISPLAY 40 Average Amount of Financial Support for
Ful]l-Time Federally-Independent Students in Each
Segment with Incomes Under $12,000 by Source of
Support, 1982-83

. Community State University of Independent
Source Colleges University California Institutions
Loan S 949 $1,447 $1,990 $2,898
Grant 700 1,071 1,857 5,824
Parent 269 207 244 314
Student 2,358 2,608 2,509 3,234
Total 4,276 5,333 6,600 10,270

Source: Califormis Postsecondery [ducstion coamsssion Weights,
Studest Ixpenses sod Resources Survey.



however. Indeed, the average contribution of University students averaged
$100 less than that of State University students. Since parental contribu-
ticns were minimsl and varied by $37, the entire difference was made up by
additional financial aid for University students, who received $786 more in
grant assistance and borrowed $543 more tham their State University counter-
parts. Wwhile these loans clearly constituted a greater long-term financial
obligation that could grow to over $2,000 in additional indebtedness by
graduation, they did not impose any greater immediate financial burden on
University students.

University of Californmia - Independent Iastitution Differences: Low-income
self-supportin; undergraduates at independent institutions had $3,670 more
expenses than their University of California counterparts. They paid §$725
of this difference directly, while the rest was made up by greater grvant and
loan atd -- an average of $1,967 more in grants and $908 more in loan obli-
gations. Like financially dependent students from low- and- middle~income
families, they thus faced the likelihood of thousands of dollars of indebted-
ness by the time they graduated. '

BEYOND COST ISSUES TO GENERAL ISSUES OF STUDENT FINANCE

So far, this report has examined the financial circumstances of California
undergraduates, the costs involved in their college attendance, and the
different ways that they and their families are meeting those costs. Several
issues remain, however, that could not be resolved by existing data or that
fell beyond the immediate focus of this report. Some of these issues concern
student financial 8id policy and practice that will be examined in the next
Commission report in this series, scheduled for completion later this spring;
but they are sufficiently important to be noted here, even though they will
be discussed at greater depth later.

Differences in. Definition of Student Dependency

First, the SEARS data used as a basis for this present report suggest that

differences in State and federal definitions of student dependency affect as
many as 5 to 10 percent of California's undergraduates. These students are

treated as financially dependent by the State and its financial aid programs
because tiey have received support from their families within the past two

or three years, but they would be treated as independent nr self supporting

by the federal government becsuse they received no such aid during the past

year and a half.

All of the ramifications of this definitional difference are not clear at

this time and deserve a fuller investigation. For example, the SEARS data

seem to indicate that some students may in fact be on their own financially

even though they are considered financially dependent. They are assumed to

have certain parentdl resources available to them when applying for State

a1d -- thereby affecting their ability to demonstrate need and the amount of
aid, 1f any, they receive.
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Furthermore, other students who are adjudged to be independent by federal

criteria appear to come from families that could well afford to help pay the
cost of their education -~ and who are eligible for federal aid that would

be denied them if they were treated as dependent students. This definition

of dependency has sparked lively debate at the national level because of the
substantial increase in the percentage of Pell Grant recipients each year

who vre classified os fimancially independent, but the actual character and

dimensions of the problem created for students and the State by differences

in this definition require further study.

Expected Parental Contributions

A second issue raised by the SEARS data but not yet resolved is the question
of expected parental contributions for dependent and independent students.
One dimension of this issue involves the large percentage differences among
families at differeat income levels in the amount of parental income consumed
by parental comtributions to paying college costs. These differences in
level of coatribution do not appear in“all instances to be progressive, in
that parental coatributions sometimes consumed a higher percentage of the
average income of low-income familie- than they did for middle~ and upper-
income families.

Furthermore, within each family income group consistent differences in
parental contridution rates appeared between- families having children at
differently priced institutions. At each income level, families whose
children sttended more expensive institutions contributed a larger perceant-
age of their income toward educationmal costs than those whose children
enrolled in less costly institutions. To determine the differences precisely,
however, would require analysis of detailed incose and asset data on individual
families and csltulation of expected contribution rates from actual net or
discretionary parental income instead of from average parental incoee.

Another dimension of the issue of parental con*vibutions involves differences
between the expected parental contributions of families to their childrens’
education and the required studeant contribution .of older married students
vith similar incomes. The required contribution of these older students is
considerably higher than that of parents, and this fact raises questions
that deserve further investigation and discussion.

-

Financial Aid Packaging

Information in the previous chapter on different sources of support and
information in this chapter on the amounts of support from these sources for
students in different segments from families with the same income and for
students in the same segment whose families have different incomes raise
several questions about studeat financial aid policy and packaging practices.
For example, in some instances, students with seemingly similar financial
need meet this need in very different ways, with some financial aid packages
emphasizing grant assistance with only smali loan or work-study components,
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while others are comprised mainly of work-study and loan aid. The interval
response categories of the SEARS questionnaire make hazardous any attempt to
probe all of the reasons for such differences, but based on additional
sources of information, such issues will be dealt with in later reports.

Student Debt

Related to this packaging issue is the whole question of student indebtedness.
when loan programs were introduced several decades ago, one major concern
was whether students would be willing to borrow to help finance their educa-
tion. In receat years, however, concern has mounted that students msy be
too willing to borrow and that mamy are incurring debts that they will find
difficult to repay after graduation. The SEARS data do not provide many
answers to this concern, but the wide use of Guaranteed Student Loan aid,
particularly at high-cost imstitutions, points to the need to-examine the
wvhole Qquestioa of accummulated indebtédness among California undergraduates
and to determine what constitutes a manageable debt burden. Further research
into this issue is also important at the graduate and professioﬂal school
level because of the particularly large role that loans play in financing
these advanced levels of education.

Access and Choice

Finally, information in this report on the role of various sources of finan-
cial support in reducing the cost of attendance in different segments demon-
strates the tremendous importance of financial aid in reducing these cost
4ifferences, making higher education accessible to all undergraduates, and
assuring 8 choice of institutions for students with limited personal and
family funds. If the possibility of access to four-year institutions in
general and to high-cost universities in particular is to be preserved for
all low-income snd meny middle-income undergraduates as well, adequate
financial aid resources are essential. Recent cutbacks in federal financial
aid programs and in eligibility for Pell Grants and Guaranteed Student
Loans, as well as the limited increases in State funding for its financial
aid programs in recent years, raise serious questions about the present and
future adaquacy of finsncial aid. Further, the critical rule of grant and
loan funds in helping undergraduates attend independent imstitutions makes
it essentisl to examine closely the factors that affect eligibility for aid
of all undergraduates and those that affect the distribution of the limited
number of State grants to needy undergraduates in the different segments.
These topics, too, will be 8 part of the Commission’'s subsequent report on
Cai:ifornia financial aid.



APPENDIX A

Student Expenses and Resources Survey

This Appendix provides on pp. 82-84 a copy of the SEARS question-
naire that was used for the 1982-83 study. In addition, lists of
participating institutions in each segeent, ther.r sample size,

number of respomses, and response rates are provided on pages
85-88.
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CAUFORNIA STUDENT EXPENSES AND RESOCURCES SURVEY
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96,93 CSAC Rescarct
California Student Aig Commission

- SEARS 1983
| Participating California Community Colleges

School Sample Number of

Coce School Name Size Responses Percent

2001 College of the Canyons 308 83 26.9%

2002 Cerritos College 1,760 437 24.8%

2003 Columbia College 300 183 61.3%

2004 Contra Costa College 682 188 27.5%

2005 Cuyamaca College J0u 99 33.3%

2006 £i Caminc College 2,13 470 22.5%

27 Grossmont College 1,144 270 23.6%

2004 Martnell College 615 127 20.6%

2009 Imperial valley College 330 21 6.4
. 2014 Lassen College (not completed in time; - C -

20N Long Beach City College 2,244 746 33.2°

2012 L;s Angeles Pierce College 1,763 395 22.4%

2013 {ollege of Marin 990 249 25.2%

201 Mendocino College 330 56 17.0%

2015 Mission Callege 665 130 19.7%

201% Ohlone College h3g 152 23.4%

2217 Crange Coast College 2,245 ' 247 12.8

20148 Palo Verde College 300 33 11.0%

219 “ollege of San Mateo 1.210 33 RECI

2020 Santy Ara Tollege 1,708 2% A I

2521 Sk.line College ' 61¢ DT «l.T

2922 ventura Colleg; _ 1,122 LAY Tile

2023 West Valley College 1,342 315 B

22,104 Gyl Jelnt

Q. - -87- 93




9/6/83 CSAC Research

California Student Aid Commission

SEARS 1983
Participating Califorma State Umversity Campuses

School Sample Murmber of
Code School Name S51ze Regponges  Percent
4001 CSC, Bakersfield 212 65 30.7%
4002 CSu, Chaco | 1,000 323 32.3%
4003 CSY., Dominguez Hills 552 134 33.3%
4004 CSU, fresno 1,555 S0 32.2%
4009 €Sy, Fullerton 1,481 455 30.7%
(e CSuU, Mayward 759 221 2, 15%
4007  CSU, Long Beach 1,959 781 39.%%
+U08 CSU, Northridge 1,804 EA3 40.5% -
<039 CsU, Sacramento 1,495 567 38.1%
4312 CSC, San Bernsrdino 337 121 35.9%
4o San Diego State University 2,091 717 34.3%
3012 San Francisco State University 1,600 e 27.3%
4013 CPSU, San Luis Obispo 953 354 41.3 .
)l Sonoma State University 366 152 43.2%
PN Cst, Stanislaus 286 _arh. UNPI
16,4%) AR AN A

von-participating CSU campuses:

Humbolt

Los Angeles
Pomona

San Jose

94
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CSAC Research

9/6.'83
. California Student Aid Commission
SEARS 1983
: Participating University of California Campuses
School \ Sample  Mumber of
Code School Name Size Responses Percent
3001  UC, Berkeley \ 1,531 614 43.1%
3002  UC, Davis | 1,497 752 50.2%
3003 uC, Irvine ' 1,490 630 42.3%
30064  UC, Los Angeles 1,505 555 36.9%
3005  UC, Riverside \ 1,476 739 48.3%
3006 uC, Saen Diego g 1,473 5;1 34 .4%
' 3007  UC, San Francisco | o, 1,0 579 S s
3008  UC, Santa Barbara \ 1,438 673 26.3%
' 3009  UC, Santa Cruz 1,212 483 37.6%
| 12,693 5,55 43.3%
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9/6/83

School
Code

wimo Student Aid Commission

SEARS 1983

Perticipating AICCU Institutions

School Name

5001
5002
5003

5005

5007
5008
5009
5010
5011
5012
5013
5014
5015
5016
. 5017
) 5018
: 5019

5020

5021

5022

5023

5024

5025

| 5026
. 5027
5029

5029

5030

- 5031

5132

5033

5034

5035

5036

5037

/5038

5039

5040

Azusa Pacific University

Biola University

California Institute of the Arts
Californis Institute of Technology
Californiy Lutheran College
Chapman College

Claremont Graduate School
Claremont McKennia College

Cogswell College ya

College of Notre Dame J
Dominican College of San Rafael
Golden Gete University s
Marvey Mudd College 4
Moly Names College o
Lome Linda University e
Loyola Marymount University
Marymount Palos Verdes Cgilege
Menlo College :

Mills College

Monterey Inst. of Int rnat1onal Studies
Mount St. Mary's College

Northrop University/

Occidental College

Pepperdine Univarsity (Malibu)
Pitzer College

Point Loma Col =2ge

Pomona College

Saint Mary's College of Califormia
San francisco Art Institute
Scraipps College

Stanford University

University of La Verne

Universaty of the Pacafic
University of Redlands

University of San Diego

University of San francisco
University of Santa Clara
University of Southern Califormia
westnont College

whittier College

-90-

CSAC Research

Semple Number of
Size Responses Percent
90 | 35 38.5%
287 129 44.79%
227 58 25.5%
180 106 58.9%
200 95 47.5%
138 48 35.5%
20C 136 53.7%
19 95 - 48.2%
20C 45 22.5%
20C 72 36.5%
200 66 33.0%
- 0 -
169 8% 50.3%
200 a9 44.5%
500 146 29.2%
800 173 21.6%
200 32 1€.0%
210 81 38.5%
250 98 39.2%
200 61 - 30.5%
290 104 52.0%
- 0 -
250 9 15.6%
629 262 41.7%
200 P 27.7%
200 75, 37.5%
150 99 66.0%
268 16 63.%45 .
70 15 21.4°
264 57 21.65%
1,200 537 24.8%
137 29 2.2
35G 101 28.°%
125 32 25.5%
360 152 42.2%
561 147 25.6%
711 285 40.1%
2,700 653 26.1%
96 40 51.7%
2C7 5C 24.25%
13, 344 4,470 $5.5.




APPENDIX B

. V ‘ Unweighted and Weighted Responses to the
' | 1982-83 Student Expenses and Resources Survey

This a~ ix pmtdgt a comparison of the student characteristics of the
SEARS re idents. each segmeat to the weighted responses used by the
Commission staff im the preparstion of this report. The respoudent
distributic 's both in sumber and percentage are provided for each of the
. folloving cl .cacteristics: credit load, ethnicity, age group, and geader.
7 For ths California Cosmusity Colleges, the California State University,
' and the University of California the percentage distributions for these -
student charscteristics in the weighted responses correspond to the xnown
distributions of students in the r.u{m term.

TABLE 1 Unweighted and Welghted Re\spunses. 1982~83 SEARS Data,
- california Community Colleges

S ts Weighted Responses
Category . Nusber  Percent Nusber Percent
- redit-Load
. Full=Time 1,732 32.1 1,356 23.0
6.0 to 11.9 Units 1,624 30.1 1,628 26.2
Under 6.0 Units 1,707 31.6 2,117 38.8
v Noacredit ! 332 6.2 652 12.0
Unknown ‘ 57 -- - -
Total 5,652 100.0 5,452 100.0
Ethnicity \
Asian . 491 9.1 455 8.3
Black - 180 3.3 469 8.6
Hispanic 359 6.7 o712 13.1
white 4,181 77.5 3,4b2 63.1
Otber ! 184 3.4 373 6.9
Unknown 57 - -- -
Age Group ©
19 And Under / 782 14.5 1,030 18.9
20 to 24 f 1,397 25.9 1,464 - 26.9
25 to 29 931 17.2 908 16.7
30 to 39 1,144 21.2 1,011 18.5
40 And Above 1,144 21.2 1,038 19.0
Unknown 5&- - - > --
Gender
Male 2,238 41.5 2,470 45.3
Female . 3,157 58.5 2,982 . S&.7
Unknown S? - ) - -~

Source: 1982-83 Studeat Expenses and Resources Survey, and California
Postsecondary Education Commission staff reweighting.

f « | ) -91=- 97



TABLE 2 Unweighted and Weighted Responses, 1982~83 SEARS Data,
California State University Undergraduates

Category

Credit~Load
Full-Time
Part-Time -
Unknowa
Total

Ethaicity
Asian

Black
Hispanic
WVhite
Other
Unkanown

G
19 aand Under
20 to 26
25 to 29
30 to 39 ,
40 and Above
Unknown

Gender
Male
Female
Unknown

3,729
996
18
4,743

475
223
309
3,548
162
26

719
2,539
714
537
216
18

2,090
18

Wei Re
Number

3,617
1,326

4,743

527
309

440
3,160
307

-

877
2,553

4bl
177

2,318
2,425

-

es
Percent

————

72.0

Y N
88
5%

-

[
] ogomw

g
WOsrWwWon
NWw v

Source: 1982-83 Student Expenses and Resources s;iief ind California
' Postsecondary Education Commission staff reweighting.

-92-

98



. R e

\.

TABLE 3 Unweighted and Weighted Responses, 1982-83 SEARS Data,
University of California Undergraduates

Category Miaber  Percent Nusber  Percent’
Credit~Load ,
Full-Time 3,696 96.1 3,543 .91.8
Part-Time 150 . 3.9 318 8.2
Unkaown 15 -~ e o=
Total 3,861 100.0 3,861 100.0
Ethaicity |
_Asian 534 13.9 619 16.0
Black 92 2.4 o - 127 3.3
Hispaaic 184 6.8 . 232 6.0
White , 2,924 76.1 2,683 69.5
-Other , 110 2.8 200 5.1
Uakaown 17 - . .- © -
-Gr ) .
19 And Uander 1,339 34.8 1,397 36.2
20 to 24 ’ - 2,093 56‘33 2,147 $5.6
25 to 29 . | 244 6.3 199 5.2 /
30 to 39 ‘ 122 3.2 90 2.3 /
40 and Above 54 1.4 28 0.7 !
Unknown 9 - .- -
Gender ) : '
Male 1,716 64.6 1,970 51.0
Female 2,130 55.4 1,891 49.0
Unkaown ‘ 15 -- - --

Source: 1982-83 Student Expenses and Resources Survey and California
Postsecondary Education Commission staff reweighting.
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TABLE ¢ . Unwaighted and weighted Responses, 1982-83 SEARS Data,

Independsnt Institutions

Re Weighted S
Category : Nusber  Percent
Credit-Load .
Full<Time , 2,636 91.2 2,284 79.0
Part-Time 56 8.8 609 21.0
Unknown \ 18 - 15 -
Total : 2,908 100.0 2,908 100.0
Rthaicity '’
Asian 279 8.7 238 8.2
Slack 159 5.5 172 5.9
Hispanic ) 221 7.7 N 213 7.4
White ’ 2,158 74.7 - 2,206 76.2
Other ; 72 2.5 65 2.3
Uaknown 22 - 14 --
Age-Group - ,
19 snd Under ' 1,031 35.7 849 29.3
20 to 26 \1,518 -52.5 1,483 51.2
25 to 29 160 4.8 145 5.0
30 t0 ¥ 131 4.5 273 9.4
40 aad Above 71 2.5 148 5.1
Uaknown 17 - 10 -
Gender o
Male 1,262 43.0 1,225 2.3
Female . 1,648 $7.0 1,668 57.7
Unknown ) 18 . - 18 -

Source: 1982-83 Student Expenses and Resources Survey and California

Postsecondary Education Commission staff reweighting.

94—
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APPENDIX C
Comparison of 1982-83 SEARS Income Data with Other Income Data

Staff of the California Postsecondsry Education Commission spent a consider-
able amouat of time examining the 1982-83 SEARS ianformstion on the.imcome of
fii:ancislly dopendent and independent students for both unweighted survey
respondents sad after reweighting the dats to reflect the kmown credit load,
age, ethaicity, and sex distridution in each public seghent. Concerned
about the possible effect of response biases even after this reweighting,
staff has attewpted CTo perforw externsl validity checks wherever possible to
deternine whether low-income studests are underrepreseated im the SRARS
dats. This question is particularly isportant with respect to the Commuaity

 Colleges because of the large number of low-income and ethaic m:i‘ty

students mz these colleges have traditionally served.

COMPARISON OF SEARS DATA
WITH FIELD RESBARCH OO&PORATION DATA

To test the ressocnablesess and plmluuty of the reweighted SEARS data,
staff has compared it dats oo Community College student income ob-
tained from s special survey of Californiasss conducted for the Commuaity
College Chancellor's Office by the Field Resesrch Corporation in 1979. This
snalysis was based on the Field survey results published by the Chaacellor's
Office in its October 1979 report, A Survey of California Public Attgmde

Toward the California Community Coucgl.

Of the 3,190 respandents to the Field survey, 8.2 perceant (262 respondeats)
wvere thean enrolled im a Californis Community College. Of this growp, 217

respondsrits snswared the questions on 1978 housechold .income posed by the
Field Ressarch Corporation. According to ntomuon contained in Table I-2
on page 3 of the Chancellor's Office report, 14.3 perceat of those respondents
earolled in 1979 came from families with household incomes of umder $7,500.
Another 9.2 percent were in the §7,500 to §9,999 bousshold income range.
Together them, 23.5 percent of the respondents sttending Community Colleges
in 1979 had family incomes for the 1978 income year of under $10,000.

Clesrly, income distribution of students enrolled in 1979 should not be
compsred to that of s%udents enrolled 'n 1983 without adjusting for the
changes in family incomes in the State over the intervening years. This
adjustment can be made from data published annuslly by the California Depart-
ment of Finance on the income of Califoranis femilies, bDased on a survey of

" Californis households. Based on these data, Table 5 on page 94 shows the

grovth in family income between 1978 and 1982 for all femilies and for
families whose head of household is between 40-54 years of age. Median,

msesn, and first quartile income informstion is included for both groups for

both years.

-95- 101
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TABLE 5 Family*® Income of California’s Population, 1978 and
- A

the first quartile figures wers the most appropriate to use. The faunilies
vhose head of household is betwesn 40 and 34 years of age wvould be the most
sppropriats comparison group for fimsacislly dspendent Commmity College
students, wvhile the "All Fanilies” cstegory would be the best measure for
indepeadent studeats. ' Since status was not included {in the Field
survey, however, the "All Femilies” first quartile imcreases were used to
adjust the iaocome cstegories for the growth in family imcome between 1976
end 1982. This sdjustment raised the "Below $9,999" family iscoms category
in 1978 to "Below $13,699" ia 1982.

To compare the imcome distribution of Community. College students in the
1982-83 &- survey to the family income dats from the Field survey, staff
thes exsmined the nmmber of finsacially dependent studeats (as defined by

the fedsral government) whose parents Bad imcomes of under $12,000, plus the

proportiocn of the $12,000 to $17,999 category that fell between $12,000 and
$13,699. It performed the same calculations for financially independent
students, using student and spouse income rather than psreantal income,
Table 6 on page 97 shows the 1982-83 SEARS overall income distribution of
Community College students. The numbers in esch incoms category are based
on the SEARS responses after reweighting to correct for knowny response
biases in ethaicity, credit losd, age, and gender, dut before the sample was
wveighted to reflect the totsl enrollment of the colleges.

Comparing the proportion of low-imcome students attending the Comunity
Colleges in these two studies suggests strongly that low-iacome studeats are
pot undsrrepresented in the 1982-83 SEARS data. The relative proportioa of
students from. low-income families bhss changed very little between 1978 and
1982 whes the growth ip family income is taken into account. In fact, the
parcentages have increased slightly -- from 23.5 percent in the Field survey
to 26.1 percent in the 1982-83 SEARS survey.

LT 102

L}

1982
Percent
. Catagory 1978 1382 thange
+ ALl Families¥
A '
Nedian $12,364 $17,83%0 42.1%
NHean 815,617 $22,434 43.7%
First Quartile $ 6,644 '$ 9,101 37.0%
- Families® With Hesd 40-34
Nedian o $20,501 '$28,738 50.2%
Mesn ‘ . $22,427 132,634 &6.6%
First Quartile : $12,034 $17,067 41.8%
Source: Populstion Research Unit, Department of Hﬁnea
*Includes uarelated individuals residiag in same Wld ss separate families. .



Source: 1982-83 SEARS data.

In sum, the reweighted 1982-83 SEARS data show no decline ia the relative
proportion of low-iscome students being served by the Community Colleges
since 1978. They show that 26,1 percest of the SEARS respondents asd 23.5
perceat of the Field Survey respondents were low-iacome students.
over 305,000 Califoraians with family incomes of under $§12,000 were bdeing

served by these colleges in 1982-83.

Distribution 'of Low-Income Students in

TABLE 6
Commmmity Colleges, 1983

~ : : Federal Federal
Category Qependent . Independent
Sample (N) 2,475 2,977
Number of Responses
Undsr $12,000 456 756
$12,000-313,699 90 120
Total Uader $13,699 ' 546 876
Percent of All Respouses
Under $12,000 8.4% 13.9%
$12,000-§13,699 1.6 ‘2.2
Total Under $13,699 10.0 16.1

the California

Indeed,
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. varnegie Commission on m Education.
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